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Abstract
The implementation of Public Law 94-142 (amended in 
1990 by Public Law 101-476) guaranteed individuals with 
disabilities a quality public education. Section 504 of 
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 opened the doors of 
postsecondary educational institutions to individuals 
with disabilities wishing to continue their educations 
past high school. This influx of diverse individuals to 
colleges/universities has created a need for support 
service programs to assist, guide, and ensure the success 
of this population. Postsecondary institutions have 
responded to this need by creating offices that provide a 
variety of services to students with disabilities. It 
was the purpose of this study to examine: (a) the nature
of support service programs provided to students with 
disabilities, (b) the qualifications of administrators of 
support service programs for students with disabilities,
(c) the level of satisfaction of students utilizing 
support service programs for students with disabilities, 
and (d) attitudinal and architectural barriers which 
might be encountered by students with disabilities. 
Administrators of support service programs for students 
with disabilities and students with disabilities in 
public colleges/universities in the Commonwealth of
xiv
Virginia responded to this study. Data were analyzed 
using measures of central tendency and analysis of 
variance. The results of this investigation Indicated 
that support service programs for students with 
disabilities In public colleges/universities in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia offer a variety of services. 
Administrators of support service programs, who responded 
to this study, identified the various types of services 
available to students with disabilities on public 
postsecondary educational institutions in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia. The majority of student 
respondents with disabilities utilizing these services 
were satisfied with support service programs offered to 
them.
xv
A STUDY OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF PUBLIC COLLEGE 
AND UNIVERSITY SUPPORT SERVICE PROGRAMS FOR STUDENTS 
WITH DISABILITIES IN THE COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA: 
DO THEY OFFER WHAT THEY PURPORT TO OFFER?
CHAPTER Z 
THE PROBLEM
Postsecondary educational institutions are faced 
with the challenge of serving an increasing number of 
individuals who have become more diverse and heterogenous 
in nature. The pool of traditional college/university 
students is being replaced by a "... pool of non- 
traditional students from what may be considered special 
populations (minority, handicapped, educationally 
disadvantaged, older) ..." (Lopez, Yanez, Clayton, & 
Thompson, 1988, p. 195). The influx of individuals with 
disabilities has created a need for postsecondary 
educational institutions to develop special programs and 
support services to insure accessibility (Babbitt, 
Burbach, & Iutcovich, 1979; Michael, Salend, Bennett, & 
Harris, 1988).
Two legislative acts passed in the 1970s have 
mandated numerous changes in higher education and have 
had a direct impact on accessibility for individuals with 
disabilities. The passage of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973, Public Law 93-112 with its accompanying Section 504 
regulation, mandated that each postsecondary educational 
institution receiving federal funds must operate its
2
programs and activities so, when viewed in their 
entirety, they are accessible to individuals with 
disabilities. The purpose of Section 504 is to allow 
qualified individuals with disabilities access to: (a)
admissions, (b) financial aid, (c) orientation, (d) 
housing, (e) career development, (f) student activities, 
(g) counseling, and (h) classes (Olson, 1981).
Another significant legislative act passed in 1975 
is Public Law 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act (amended in 1990 by Public Law 101-476 and 
renamed the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act) 
This law is a mandate to elementary and secondary public 
schools to educate all children regardless of disabling 
condition at no expense to the parents. "Implementation 
of this law means that a large potential of prospective 
students are graduating from secondary special education 
programs ... and are now ready for college" (Stone, 1983 
p. 26). Those who are qualified may want access to 
postsecondary educational institutions like their non­
disabled peers. In addition, colleges and universities 
facing declining enrollments have realized that 
individuals with disabilities represent a new source for 
enrollment (Mangrum & Strichart, 1983).
Postsecondary educational institutions have 
developed an increasing number of special services to 
meet the needs of students with disabilities. There are 
a number of college/university brochures, guidebooks, and 
other materials describing the services available. Yet, 
these references describe the programs as viewed by the 
institutions {Whyte, 1985). Materials often lack 
specificity regarding the nature and extent of services 
provided and typically do not offer testimony from those 
who have used the services. Many colleges/universities 
which claim to offer specific support services for 
students with disabilities "... in reality provide 
nothing more than the services available to any student 
at the school" (McGuire & Shaw, 1987, p. 106).
The specific types of services offered to 
individuals with disabilities in public colleges/ 
universities in the Commonwealth of Virginia and the 
degree of satisfaction expressed by students who use 
these services were examined in this study. Descriptive 
data were analyzed after they were gathered from program 
administrators responsible for providing services for 
students with disabilities in their institutions and the 
students who were utilizing these services.
Statement of the Problem
At present, there is a lack of data regarding the 
nature and extent of services provided to students with 
disabilities by postsecondary educational institutions. 
Few studies have been directed at discerning the level of 
satisfaction of students with disabilities with respect 
to the availability and use of support services, i.e., 
services provided by postsecondary educational 
institutions to assure program accessibility to students 
with disabilities (Marion & Iovacchini, 1983; Stone,
1983; Vogel, 1982). In addition, there were limited data 
available which specified the types of disabling 
conditions presented by individuals to make them eligible 
for postsecondary educational support services. Also 
needed was information regarding the types of perceived 
attitudinal and architectural barriers which may 
interfere with achieving a postsecondary educational 
degree for students with disabilities. Finally, limited 
information existed on the educational background of 
support service administrators.
A problem, therefore, existed in the lack of 
information regarding the nature and extent of support 
services, the students using them, and the administrators 
responsible for support service delivery at the state and
national levels. The first step, therefore, was to 
determine what was occurring in the Commonwealth of 
Virginia. This study was focused upon the types of 
public college/university support services available, the 
disabling conditions addressed and the experience that 
administrators of these services bring to their assigned 
role in the Commonwealth of Virginia. Finally, the 
research sought to determine if students with 
disabilities in public colleges/universities in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia experience attitudinal and 
architectural barriers which they perceived as 
interfering with campus and program accessibility.
Purpose of the Study
The focus of this study was analysis of public 
college/university support service programs in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia for students with disabilities. 
Specifically, the purposes of this study were sixfold.
1. The first purpose was to examine the nature and 
extent of support service programs offered to students 
with disabilities in public postsecondary educational 
institutions.
2. The second purpose was to examine the 
educational background, training, and experience of
administrators of support service programs for students 
with disabilities.
3. The third purpose was to examine the types of 
disabling conditions characteristic of students with 
disabilities who utilize public postsecondary support 
services.
4. The fourth purpose was to examine the level of 
satisfaction with support services perceived by students 
with disabilities who use the services.
5. The fifth purpose was to examine the types of 
attitudinal and architectural barriers, if any, perceived 
by students with disabilities in public postsecondary 
educational settings.
6. The sixth purpose was to examine the 
similarities and/or differences between community 
colleges and four-year colleges/universities with and 
without graduate programs in the following areas:
(a) nature and extent of support service programs 
offered to students with disabilities.
(b) educational background, training, and experience 
of administrators of support service programs 
for students with disabilities.
(c) types of disabling conditions characteristic 
of students who utilize support services for 
students with disabilities.
(d) level of satisfaction with support services as 
perceived by students with disabilities who 
use the services.
(e) type of attitudinal and architectural barriers, 
if any, perceived by students with disabilities 
in public postsecondary educational settings.
General Research Questions 
The following general research questions were 
investigated:
1. What is the nature of support service programs 
provided to students with disabilities attending public 
postsecondary educational institutions in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia?
2. What is the educational background, training, 
and/or previous work experience of administrators of 
support service programs for the disabled in public 
postsecondary educational institutions in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia?
3. What types of disabling conditions are 
characteristic of students who utilize support service
programs for the disabled in public postsecondary 
educational institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia?
4. How satisfied with the assistance provided by 
support service programs for the disabled are students 
with disabilities attending public postsecondary 
educational institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia?
5. What type of attitudinal barriers, if any, do 
postsecondary students with disabilities perceive as an 
obstacle to academic success and achievement in public 
postsecondary educational institutions in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia?
6. What type of architectural barriers, if any, do 
postsecondary students with disabilities experience that 
interferes with daily campus life in public postsecondary 
educational institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia?
7. What are the similarities and/or differences 
between public community colleges and four-year colleges/ 
universities with and without graduate programs in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia in the following areas:
(a) the nature of support service programs for 
students with disabilities?
(b) the educational background, training, and/or 
previous work experience of administrators of 
support service programs for the disabled?
(c) the types of disabling conditions characteristic 
of students who utilize support service programs 
for the disabled?
(d) the level of satisfaction with the assistance 
provided by support service programs for the 
disabled as perceived by the students who use 
these services?
(e) the type of attitudinal barriers, if any, 
students with disabilities perceived as an 
obstacle to academic success and achievement?
(f) the type of architectural barriers, if any, 
students with disabilities experience that 
interferes with daily campus life?
Rationale
The rationale for this study was fivefold. The 
first reason for this study was the limited information 
available regarding the nature of support services 
offered to individuals with disabilities in public 
postsecondary educational institutions in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia. As colleges/universities face 
a declining enrollment of traditional students, they have 
come to realize individuals with disabilities represent a 
new source for recruitment. In addition, the passage of 
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act in 1973 mandated
that publicly funded colleges/universities make "... 
reasonable modifications in entrance and academic 
requirements..." (Salend, Salend, & Yanok, 1985, p. 50). 
Reference materials published by postsecondary 
educational institutions do not specify the nature of 
specific support services, nor do these materials explain 
how individuals with disabilities are determined eligible 
for services. This study may be of benefit to colleges/ 
universities facing declining enrollments and wishing to 
attract more qualified individuals with disabilities. 
Additionally, the study may assist colleges/universities 
in the Commonwealth of Virginia to determine how their 
programs compare to others in meeting the needs of 
students with disabilities.
The second reason for this study involves the 
specific expertise of program administrators responsible 
for support service programs for students with 
disabilities. There was limited research available 
specifying the skills and competencies necessary to be a 
program administrator for postsecondary educational 
support service programs for students with disabilities 
(Blosser, 1984). As colleges/universities prepare to 
meet the challenge of students of the next century, their 
(students) anticipated needs must be understood. The
research indicated the number of students with 
disabilities in postsecondary educational institutions 
will continue to rise (Babbitt et al., 1979; Blosser, 
1984; Michael et al., 1988; Stone, 1983). If these 
educational institutions are to prepare adequately for 
meeting the needs of individuals with disabilities, then 
it becomes the responsibility of the school to provide 
trained personnel. The information generated from this 
study may assist college/university administrators and 
policymakers in providing appropriate training programs 
for support service personnel.
A third reason for this study was to identify the 
level of satisfaction felt by individuals with 
disabilities who utilize support services in public 
postsecondary educational institutions in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia. Currently there Is limited 
research describing satisfaction with support services, 
as reported by these individuals (Long, 1988).
The Commonwealth of Virginia currently has 23 public 
community colleges, with one community college having 
five campuses and another having three campuses, one 2- 
year public college, and 15 public colleges/universities 
which provide four-year undergraduate programs as well as 
graduate programs. All of these schools purport to offer
support services for individuals with disabilities. High 
school graduates with disabilities who plan to attend a 
public postsecondary educational institution have a total 
of 39 public colleges/universities in Virginia from which 
to choose, all stating that they offer support services 
for students with disabilities. This study may provide 
information to matriculating and high school students who 
are disabled, high school guidance counselors, and 
parents. This group may be interested in the perceptions 
of college/university support services provided for 
students with disabilities in the Commonwealth of 
Virginia as reported by students currently using these 
services.
The fourth reason for this study was to determine 
the specific types of disabling conditions characterized 
by individuals who access support services in public 
postsecondary educational institutions in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia. There are currently no data 
available descriptive of the specific types of disabling 
conditions characterized by individuals attending public 
colleges/universities and receiving support services.
The Virginia Department of Rehabilitative Services has 
only data on individuals with disabilities in 
postsecondary institutions who are receiving financial
aid through the department. These are currently the only 
data regarding individuals with disabilities attending 
Virginia colleges/universities (M. Argineanu, personal 
communication, September 20, 1990). Colleges and 
universities offering support services to students with 
disabilities may benefit from knowing types of disabling 
conditions presented by individuals attending these 
schools. This knowledge might allow colleges/ 
universities to determine specific needs which must be 
met now as well as in the future.
The final reason for this study was the need to 
determine architectural and attitudinal barriers, if any, 
perceived by individuals with disabilities in 
postsecondary educational settings. Section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 clearly specifies no person 
with a disability should be subjected to any form of 
discrimination. When college/university students with 
disabilities discern architectural and attitudinal 
barriers not felt by their non-disabled peers, a form of 
discrimination is occurring. It is assumed college/ 
university administrators and policymakers are concerned 
with compliance to Section 504. It may, therefore, 
benefit them to know of specific discrimination concerns
15
perceived by college/university students with 
disabilities.
Delimitations of the Study 
The scope of the study was delimited by the 
researcher in two major ways. First/ the study was 
restricted geographically to public postsecondary 
educational institutions offering support service 
programs for students with disabilities in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia. Therefore, care should be 
exercised in generalizing the results of the study to 
other geographic areas as well as to private 
postsecondary educational institutions offering similar 
programs.
Second, the study was limited to college/university 
students identified as disabled currently receiving 
support services in public postsecondary educational 
institutions. Hence, the results of the present study 
may not be descriptive of students with disabilities who 
are not using support services of the college/university 
or are receiving support services from outside agencies.
Limitations of the Study 
The study was limited by certain conditions beyond 
the control of the researcher. In order to protect the 
confidentiality of student respondents, the researcher
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had to rely on administrators of support service programs 
to distribute surveys to students with disabilities 
according to given procedures. It is possible the 
administrators did not adhere to the researcher's 
distribution procedures. It is possible program 
administrators have amplified the support services 
provided for individuals with disabilities.
Another possible limitation is that recipients of 
support services for students with disabilities have been 
concerned with possible ramifications of their responses, 
therefore, the data received might not indicate their 
true perceptions of the program. Care has been taken in 
the study, however, to protect the anonymity of 
respondents. The questionnaire did not require the 
students to reveal information which could lead to their 
identities. The student questionnaire provided a 
telephone number for needed assistance, thereby 
eliminating the need for students to access help from 
student support personnel. The student questionnaires 
were also mailed directly to the researcher.
Finally, it is also possible the opinions expressed 
by students with disabilities who completed surveys might 
differ from the opinions of students with disabilities 
who did not respond to the surveys. The study was
17
limited to a collection of surveys. The differential 
effects of mailed surveys as opposed to direct 
observation and interviews with participants might have 
yielded different results.
Definitions of Terms
In order to provide a clearer understanding of terms 
which will frequently occur in this study, a number of 
definitions are provided below.
Students with disabiHties/handicaps - Persons who
(a) have a physical or mental impairment which 
substantially limits one or more of such person's major 
life activities, (b) have a record of such an impairment, 
or (c) are regarded as having such an impairment 
(Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Section 7 (8)(B)).
Note. College/university (C/U) students with 
disabilities are often referred to in the literature as 
"handicapped C/U students," "disabled C/U students," "the 
handicapped postsecondary student," and/or "the 
handicapped." This study has used the terminology, 
"students or individuals with disabilities." The survey 
instruments that were developed for this study used the 
term "handicapped" because the majority of programs for 
students with disabilities in public postsecondary 
educational institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia
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are referred to as "support service programs for the 
handicapped," in accordance with terminology first 
proposed in Public Law 94-142 (1975) and Public Law 93- 
112 (1973).
Primary disability - This term refers to the 
disabling condition identified by each individual 
student, which has the greatest impairing effect on 
his/her academic progress and performance.
Hearing impaired - This term includes individuals 
who are deaf or hard-of-hearing (Public Law 94-142, 
Section 300.5 (b)(1), 1973).
Deaf - Hearing impairments which are so severe that 
individuals are impaired in processing linguistic 
information through hearing, with or without 
amplification, which adversely affects their educational 
performance (Public Law 94-142, Section 300.5 (b)(1),
1973).
Hard of hearing - Individuals with hearing 
impairments, whether permanent or fluctuating, which 
adversely affect their educational performance but which 
are not included under the definition of deaf (Public Law 
94-142, Section 300.5 (b)(3), 1973).
Speech Impaired - Individuals who have communication 
disorders such as stuttering, impaired articulation.
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language impairments/ or voice Impairments, which 
adversely affect their educational performance (Public 
Law 94-142, Section 300.5 (b)(10), 1973).
Qrthopedically impaired - A term which Includes 
congenital anomaly (e.g., clubfoot, absence of some 
member, etc), impairments caused by disease (e.g., polio­
myelitis, bone tuberculosis, etc.), and impairments from 
other causes (e.g., cerebral palsy, amputations, and 
fractures or burns which cause contractures), which can 
adversely affect the individuals educational performance 
(Public Law 94-142, Section 300.5 (b)(6), 1973).
Multi-disabled - Individuals who have concomitant 
impairments (e.g., speech impaired-mentally retarded, 
blind-orthopedically impaired, etc), the combination of 
which causes severe educational problems and cannot be 
accommodated by attending to only one of the impairments. 
The term does not include deaf-blind individuals (Public 
Law 94-142, Section 300.5 (b)(5), 1973).
Visually impaired - Individuals with visual 
impairments which, even with correction, adversely affect 
their educational performance. The term includes both 
partially sighted and blind individuals (Public Law 94- 
142, Section 300.5 (b)(11), 1973).
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Other health Impaired - Individuals who have limited 
strength, vitality, or alertness, due to chronic or acute 
health problems such as a heart condition, tuberculosis, 
rheumatic fever, nephritis, asthma, sickle cell anemia, 
hemophilia, epilepsy, lead poisoning, leukemia, or 
diabetes, which adversely affect their educational 
performance (Public Law 94-142, Section 300.5 (b)(7), 
1973).
Learning disabled - Individuals who display 
disorders in one or more basic psychological processes 
involved in understanding or in using language, spoken or 
written, which may manifest itself in an imperfect 
ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, or to do 
math calculations. The term includes such conditions as 
perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain 
dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental aphasia. The 
term does not include those who have learning problems 
which are primarily the result of visual, hearing, or 
motor disabilities, or mental retardation, or of 
environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage (Public 
Law 94-142, Section 300.5 (b)(9), 1973).
Public community college - A college supported in 
part by federal and state appropriations. A community 
college offers individuals academic degrees, vocational
21
training, and/or occupational training for two years 
(Westmeyer, 1985).
Public two-year college - A two-year college which 
is not a community college supported in part by federal 
and state appropriation. The Commonwealth presently 
supports a two-year college. Richard Bland College of 
the College of William and Mary offers transfer associate 
degree programs in liberal arts, sciences, business, and 
other career programs (Council of Higher Education for 
Virginia, 1989).
Public college/university - A college/ university 
supported in part by federal and state appropriations. A 
college/university offers individuals academic training 
in a specific field or area for at least four years.
Many of these colleges/universities can also provide 
advanced academic training beyond the four years 
(Westmeyer, 1985).
Support services - Those services, (e.g., 
evaluating, coordinating services, providing adaptation 
devices, tutoring, counseling, promoting awareness, and 
acting as an information clearinghouse) provided by 
postsecondary institutions to students with disabilities 
to assure that campus classes, programs and/or buildings 
are accessible (Pinder, 1979).
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Support Service Program Administrator - The person 
who has the responsibility for the administration, 
coordination, and/or supervision of the support services 
office at a college/university (Delworth, Hanson, & 
Associates, 1989).
Support service personnel - Those persons (readers, 
notetakers, interpreters, tutors, etc.) who work under 
the direction of program administrators and are available 
to students with disabilities in order to accommodate 
campus classes, programs, and/or building accessibility 
(Delworth et al., 1989).
Architectural barriers - Any physical barrier which 
denies full access to individuals with disabilities 
(Public Law 93-112, Section 504.21, 1973).
Attitudinal barriers - Any behavior, action, or 
attitude which might be perceived by individuals with 
disabilities as an obstacle to personal progress or 
success (Phelps, 1980).
Adaptive equipment assistive devices - Electronic 
equipment or devices (e.g., tape recorders, talking 
computers, amplifiers, braille typewriters, etc.) 
available to individuals with disabilities to ensure 
campus class and program accessibility (Bryan & Becker, 
1980).
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Instructional accommodation - The process by which 
alternatives to the usual classroom procedures (oral 
tests, written presentation in place of an oral 
presentation, different test format, etc.) are provided 
to meet the individual needs of the disabled (Sprandel,
1980).
Academic tutoring - Assistance provided to 
individuals with disabilities, in a specific subject or 
general skills area by professionals, paraprofessionals, 
or knowledgeable personnel (Winston, 1989).
Counseling service -Counseling assistance and/or 
interventions which may include; (a) self-exploration,
(b) the identification of present and/or future personal 
needs, (c) social and/or career goals, and (d) provision 
of encouragement. These services can be offered 
informally, one-to-one, or in structured groups (Winston, 
1989).
Disabled student organizations - Special groups 
formed and organized to provide social interaction and 
support for students with disabilities (Bailey, 1980).
Registration priority - A procedure which simplifies 
and shortens the process of registration and ensures that 
students with disabilities are enrolled in classes that 
are appropriate to their needs (Torres, 1984).
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campus orientation - a service provided to students 
with disabilities to acquaint them with the accessibility 
and resources available on campus grounds, in campus 
buildings, and in the neighboring community (Olson,
1981).
Mentoring program - A program in which individuals 
with disabilities are paired with either a member of the 
college/university staff, a non-disabled student, or a 
student with a disability to assist, apprise of services, 
or listen to the needs of the disabled individuals 
(Mangrum et al., 1983).
Summary
This chapter emphasized the fact that there are more 
individuals with disabilities in higher education today 
than ever before as a result of state and federal 
legislation mandating accessibility. Yet, there is 
concern that the needs of these students are either not 
being met or are minimally being met at the postsecondary 
education level. Very little research has been conducted 
to determine the specific nature of support services or 
the level of satisfaction felt by the students who use 
the services. The problem under investigation focused 
upon the support services offered to students with 
disabilities in public colleges/universities and
perceptions of these services by the students with 
disabilities who utilize them in the Commonwealth of 
Virginia. Also of interest were the specific types of 
disabling conditions characteristic of students who use 
support services and the educational experience of 
support service administrators in colleges and 
universities in the Commonwealth of Virginia. In 
addition, architectural and attitudinal barriers 
encountered by individuals with disabilities while 
attending these colleges/universities were addressed.
This study was limited to public colleges and 
universities in the Commonwealth of Virginia. Other 
limitations of this study were described including 
limiting the research to questionnaires. Chapter 1 
concluded with terms and their operational definitions to 
assist the reader in understanding the current study.
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OP THE LITERATURE
The purpose of Chapter 2 is to review relevant 
literature in the following areas: (a) support services
for students with disabilities in higher education; (b) 
legislation impacting support services in higher 
education; (c) support service programs (currently 
utilized) for students with disabilities in higher 
education; (d) attitudinal and architectural barriers 
which may be experienced by students with disabilities in 
higher education; and (e) needs of students with 
disabilities in higher education.
Support Services for the Disabled 
The participation of faculty in student services has 
changed historically from total involvement to 
detachment. Colleges and universities experienced 
changes which were dramatic In the era between the Civil 
War and World War I. Colleges and universities according 
to Fenske (1989) "... were concurrently increasing their 
demands that faculty produce research and scholarship 
along with the intellectual development of students that 
was assumed to result from classroom teaching" (p. 6). 
Paternal duties once delegated to the college/university
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faculty were assigned to non-instructional staff. The 
responsibilities included developing the social/ 
physical, moral, and spiritual well-being of students 
(Fenske, 1989). Fenske (1989) states, "... student 
services emerged and evolved by default by taking over 
necessary and sometimes unpopular tasks abandoned by 
trustees, administrators, and faculty" (p. 6). After 
World War I the role of student services changed from 
paternalism to the development of a distinct profession.
During World War I mental testing and counseling was 
practiced on a large scale by the military. When peace 
came these techniques were applied to college/university 
campuses. According to Brubacher and Rudy (1976), "... 
these professional developments were fostered and under­
girded by new psychological theories (variously called, 
organismic psychology, psychology of the individual and 
the holistic approach) ..." (pp. 335-336). "Emphasis on 
meaningful activities, mental and attitudinal testing, 
and greatly expanded counseling efforts ..." (Fenske, 
1989, p. 33) was now the new role adopted by student 
services. The thrust of this new role was clarified by 
Wren and Bell (1942), "... students are developing 
organisms demanding a personalized learning experience
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..." (p. 8). The Depression of the 1930s caused another 
change in the role of student services.
Student services generated little income during this 
period and were a significant drain on institutional 
resources. The only alternative available to colleges 
and universities was to reduce or eliminate student 
service programs. "These moves were not only consistent 
with financial survival but also coincided with a new 
philosophical emphasis ... the overriding value of the 
intellect, rather than character or personality 
development, in higher education" (Fenske, 1989, p. 33). 
World War II caused a resurgence in the services as well 
as a role change. It was also the beginning of 
legislative mandates which extended opportunities for 
many individuals to attend colleges/universities.
At the conclusion of World War II, the Serviceman's 
Readjustment Act of 1944, more commonly known as the GI 
Bill, was passed by Congress. This legislation entitled 
all veterans to financial support for college/university 
costs and subsistence upon enrollment in an accredited 
college or university (Fenske, 1989). The legislation 
opened the door to many colleges/universities, although 
it did not mandate acceptance of the returning veterans 
by these institutions of higher education. The GI Bill
created a "... tremendous need for academic, personal, 
and financial advising on nearly every campus in the 
country ... [and] breathed new life into student-oriented 
services of all kinds" (Fenske, 1989, p. 34). Stone 
(1983) states that, "efforts to rehabilitate disabled 
veterans eventually led to the enrollment of disabled 
adults in colleges and universities ... " (p. 24). Thus, 
the GI Bill was the beginning of the development and 
provision of comprehensive support services for 
individuals with disabilities in postsecondary 
educational institutions.
The issue of architectural accessibility was 
addressed by Congress in 1968. Legislation to provide 
accessibility opportunities for individuals with 
disabilities in higher education began with the 
Architectural Barriers Act of 1968 (Stilwell, Stilwell, & 
Perritt, 1983). This law specified buildings under 
construction using federal financing must be made 
accessible to individuals with disabilities, including 
postsecondary educational institutions (Architectural Act 
of 1968, 42 U.S.C.A. 4151). The enactment of this law 
also had an impact on the role of student services. The 
responsibilities (academic, personal, and financial 
advising) designated to student services were expanded.
The passage of the Architectural Barriers Act augmented 
the role of student services to include identifying needs 
and mobilizing resources on college/university campus 
grounds and in college/university campus buildings 
(Perry, 1981). The Architectural Barriers Act allowed 
accessibility to the grounds and buildings of 
postsecondary educational institutions for individuals 
with disabilities and changed the function of student 
services, yet it was not until 1973 that these 
individuals experienced accessibility to college and 
university programs (Forrest, 1989).
It was in 1973 that Congress eliminated all 
discriminatory practices which limited individuals' with 
disabling conditions full participation in postsecondary 
educational settings (Perry, 1981). This was 
accomplished through the passage of Public Law 93-112, 
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and specifically Section 
504. The wording of Section 504 is brief and concise but 
significant in its implication and impact (Abrams & 
Abrams, 1981; Perry, 1981; Stilwell, et al., 1983):
No otherwise qualified handicapped individual in the 
United States shall solely by the reason of a 
handicap, be excluded from the participation in, be 
deprived the benefits of, or be subjected to
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discrimination under any program or activity 
receiving federal financial assistance (Public Law 
93-112, Section 504, 1973).
Section 504 mandates colleges and universities 
receiving federal financial assistance to make "... 
reasonable adjustments to permit handicapped persons to 
fulfill academic requirements and to ensure that they are 
not effectively excluded from programs because of the 
absence of services" (Stone, 1983, p. 24). The 
Rehabilitation Act had a major impact on postsecondary 
educational institutions. It allowed accessibility to 
not only campus facilities, but also campus programs for 
individuals with disabilities. To ensure program 
accessibility for individuals with disabilities, 
colleges/universities were required to expanded support 
service programs to meet the variety of individual needs 
demonstrated by this diverse population (Abrams et al., 
1981; Delworth, et al., 1989; Fenske, 1989; Forrest,
1989; Perry, 1981; Stone, 1983).
Current Programs and Practices 
Terminology is the most current change in the area 
of support services. The term "support services" has 
been replaced with the term "student services" (Delworth 
et al., 1989). For the purposes of this investigation
student services will still be termed "support services" 
as it is still the most widely used name for services 
provided to students with disabilities in postsecondary 
educational settings. The changing population of 
students at the college/university levels has created a 
need for extensive training for support service 
personnel. A few colleges/universities now offer degrees 
in Higher Education with a concentration in Student 
Services (Delworth et al, 1989).
Rodgers (1984) clarified that the purpose of student 
services is to focus "... on using formal theories of 
individual and group development in designing 
environments that help college students learn and 
develop" (p. 120). The research suggests postsecondary 
educational institutions have started providing a wide 
range of services to individuals with disabilities.
There is, however, little empirical evidence to support 
the effectiveness of these services. Support services 
offered vary greatly from institution to institution, 
although most services appear to fall into four basic 
areas: (a) personal counseling, (b) academic counseling,
(c) career counseling, and (d) instructional 
accommodations (Beirne-Smith & Deck, 1989; Parks, 
Antonoff, Drake, Skiba, & Soberman, 1987; Vogel, 1982).
Personal counseling may be provided to help students 
with social and interpersonal skills and to provide 
support coping with the stresses of academic demands. 
Academic counseling is usually a two step process. The 
first step involves diagnostic testing to determine 
program eligibility and the second step is developing a 
prescription for an individual academic plan. Career 
counseling includes career awareness workshops, job 
maintenance workshops, and strategies needed in searching 
for jobs. Instructional accommodations include course 
modifications or other supportive services related to 
academic programs.
Specific supportive services provided by colleges/ 
universities may include (a) notetakers, (b) tutors, (c) 
taped textbooks, (d) readers, (e) typists, and (f) 
computers. Supportive services provided by individual 
faculty members may include (a) giving permission to tape 
record lectures, (b) providing a copy of lecture notes 
after the lecture, (c) offering alternative testing 
procedures, (d) suggesting self-paced instruction models, 
(e) extending assignment deadlines, and/or (f) giving 
alternative assignments (Nelson & Lignugaris/Kraft,
1989). The majority of colleges/universities accepting 
students with disabilities report that students receive
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some type of accommodation# but these accommodations vary 
across programs (Beirne-Smith et al.# 1989).
A national report compiled by Astin# Green, Korn and 
Schalit (1986) estimated that 5.7% of approximately 
204,491 students in the college freshman class 
demonstrated disabling conditions. This is a significant 
number of students for whom few well-defined programs are 
available. The estimates of the number of students with 
disabling conditions in a given postsecondary educational 
institution vary widely. The prominence of students with 
disabilities at colleges/universities are likely to be 
obscured by the ability of these students to compensate 
for their disabilities (Astin et al., 1986; Beirne-Smith 
et al., 1989; Cordon!, 1980). Many individuals with 
disabilities who move to the college/university level 
possess a high degree of motivation and have succeeded in 
spite of their disabilities. This fact, however, does 
not diminish an educational institution's obligation to 
provide services to meet specific needs of students with 
disabilities. Just as it is difficult to determine the 
exact number of students with disabilities in 
postsecondary educational institutions, it is difficult 
to be certain of the current number and quality of 
services offered to these students.
Individuals with disabilities may feel distress not 
only because of the limitations of student services at 
meeting specific needs, but also because of attitudes 
expressed by others. Laws can mandate a level of 
equality by demanding that college/university campuses 
and programs be made accessible to individuals with 
disabilities, however, legislation cannot mandate that 
positive attitudes be available. Though research in 
attitudes toward individuals with disabilities suggest 
the college/university atmosphere offers more tolerance 
of differences than non-college settings, individuals 
with disabilities may continue to endure the experience 
of being stereotyped (Altman, 1981).
The literature on attitudes "... consistently shows 
that disabled persons are seen as different from normal 
people" (Altman, 1981, p. 321). According to Safilios- 
Rothschild (1976):
A serious overall curtailment of options occurs when 
professionals adhere to a stereotyped role for the 
disabled, which like sex-appropriate roles, offers a 
single appropriate model of thinking and behaving 
for the disabled person and precludes a whole 
range of inappropriate options, regardless of the 
individual's abilities and talents (p. 41).
In a study by Babbitt et al., (1979), two questions 
were asked of a group of undergraduate students with 
disabilities and undergraduate non-disabled students:
(a) Do physically disabled students perceive themselves 
as objects of stigmatization on the college campus and if 
so, whom do they see as the perpetrators of 
stigmatization against them? and (b) Do non-disabled 
students see themselves and/or others as the perpetrators 
of stigmatization against their physically disabled 
peers? The data from this study clearly indicated 
students with disabilities do sense others in the 
college/university environment view them negatively. 
However, the data received from the non-disabled students 
stated they did not feel negatively toward individual 
with disabilities but rather, thought "others" may have 
negative attitudes toward individuals with disabilities. 
Interestingly, this study demonstrated when students with 
disabilities were questioned about their own attitudes, 
they responded with positive remarks, yet they viewed 
themselves as objects of stigmatization on college/ 
university campuses. Non-disabled students felt students 
with disabilities had a problem of stigma, but they (non­
disabled students) were not a part of it. This research 
indicated that college/university students with
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disabilities are viewed as different from non-disabled 
college/university students.
The removal of physical barriers from college/ 
university campuses designed to accommodate the needs of 
students with disabilities has met with opposition and 
negative attitudes. For example, both Boston University 
and the University of Southern California heard cries of 
outrage when Public Law 93-112, which mandated that 
college/university campuses receiving federal funds be 
made accessible, was passed (Levy, 1978; Wright, 1984). 
The concerns were centered around preserving the 
uniqueness of older buildings on the campus. Many 
students felt handrails, ramps, and other architectural 
changes would destroy the artistic design of those 
buildings. Levy (1978) reported, in the case of the 
University of Southern California, nothing could dispel 
the negative attitudes and protest more readily than 
hosting wheelchair tours for the able-bodied to allow 
them to experience the obstacles faced by individuals 
with disabilities.
Negative attitudes and lack of acceptance not only 
come from students and those trying to preserve the 
aesthetics of the college/university campus, but from 
faculty as well. In 1980 Walker classified the attitudes
of faculty toward students with disabilities on a 
continuum of acceptance. At the positive end, successful 
contact with students with disabilities has enabled the 
"wise one" to treat disability as incidental and give 
honest feedback and help to the students. At the other 
end of the continuum is the "rejector," one who 
completely rejects students with disabilities judging 
them unsuitable for postsecondary education. Another 
category of faculty closer to the negative than the 
positive end of the continuum is the "motherers," those 
who seldom provide accurate feedback to students with 
disabilities regarding their academic performance, and 
consequently contribute to an unrealistic understanding 
of this populations' academic capabilities. Closer to 
the positive end of the continuum are the "surprised 
ones" or the "novices." Walker (1980) defines these 
faculty members as appearing to be surprised by the 
prospect of including students with disabilities, yet 
attempting to meet their needs. Walker (1980) states, 
"persons who theoretically should be more accepting than 
others are may themselves be handicapped by prior 
learning and exposure to handicapped students ..." (p.
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A survey was conducted by the office of Services for 
the Handicapped (OSH) at the University of Iowa to study 
faculty attitudes regarding accommodation issues 
(VanMeter, 1984). This research supported assumptions 
made by OSH regarding favorable faculty attitudes toward 
accommodating the needs of students with disabilities in 
college/university classrooms. However, additional 
comments provided by the surveyed faculty centered around 
the need for more information regarding disabling 
conditions and the importance of advance notification so 
the faculty would be aware of students with disabilities 
enrolling in their specific courses. Another comment 
made by the surveyed faculty suggested having the Office 
of Services for the Handicapped provide assistance in 
helping to make adjustments in course work for the 
students with disabilities.
It appears from the research that more needs to be 
done to develop a positive attitude toward students with 
disabilities on college/university campuses. The needs 
of this population on postsecondary educational campuses 
have become a national concern over the last ten years as 
more students with disabilities are exercising their 
rights to a higher education (Babbitt et al., 1979; Levy, 
1978; Walker, 1980; Wright, 1984). It has become the
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role and responsibility of support services to assist 
individuals with disabilities who have acquired access to 
college/university campuses by specifically and 
comprehensively meeting their needs.
Accommodating the Disabled on College Campuses 
The 1970s will be known in history as the decade in 
which discrimination against individuals with 
disabilities began to diminish. Before this decade, 
individuals with disabilities occasionally attended 
colleges/universities, "... but for each one who 
graduated, many more were refused a chance to attend 
solely on the assumption that being deaf, blind, or 
paralyzed prevented them from achieving in higher 
education" (Redden, 1979, p. vii). The passage of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, in particular Section 504, 
made it illegal to reject individuals from attending a 
college/university simply because of a disabling 
condition. The presence of students with disabilities on 
postsecondary educational campuses has sharply increased 
since the mandates of Section 504 (Hourihan, 1980;
Redden, 1979; Salend et al., 1985; Shaw & Norlander,
1986). In 1986, Astin et al. surveyed 204,491 college 
freshman. Table 1 represents the number of students with
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disabilities and the types of disabling conditions 
represented by this group.
Table 1
Representation of_College Freshman With Disabilities
Number of disabled freshman
Condition
Hearing impaired 
Speech impaired 
Orthopedically impaired 
Learning disabled 
Health-related impaired 
Visually impaired 
Other
0.6% 1,227 freshmen
0.2% 409 freshmen
0.7% 1,431 freshmen
0.8% 1,636 freshmen
0.8% 1,636 freshman
1.7% 3,476 freshmen
0.9% 1,840 freshmen
A survey which was conducted by the Education 
Department's Office of Educational Research and 
Improvement (1990) found that during the 1986-1987 school 
years approximately 160,878 students with learning 
disabilities were enrolled in colleges. According to an 
annual survey conducted by the Higher Education Research 
Institute (1990) in Los Angeles, "between 1983 and 1988,
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the number of students with disabilities enrolling in 
postsecondary institutions increased by 71 percent..."
(p. 5).
Impressive as these numbers may be, it is also true 
a significant number of individuals with disabilities 
have chosen not to attend postsecondary educational 
institutions because they do not believe their needs can 
be met adequately in this environment (Sprandel &
Schmidt, 1980). Based on this assumption, the need for 
more information on how colleges/universities might 
better accommodate individuals with disabilities becomes 
apparent.
Several studies have been conducted involving 
surveys of various postsecondary educational institutions 
to determine what facilities and services have been made 
available to students with disabilities. In 1973, 
Stilwell and Schulker surveyed 39 public and private 
colleges and junior colleges to identify how these 
institutions were accommodating students with 
disabilities on their campuses. The data revealed 31 or 
79.5% of the colleges surveyed had no written or 
unwritten policy regarding students with disabilities. 
Although the educational institutions generally had no 
restrictive policies concerning students with
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disabilities/ 61.5% of the schools reported no special 
arrangements for these students. The researchers who 
conducted this study in 1973 felt that students with 
disabilities would generally be admitted for coursework/ 
but once admitted, they would be required to participate 
as if they were not disabled.
In 1974, McBee and Cox surveyed 80 major 
universities to ascertain what they were currently doing 
to adapt facilities, to establish new programs, and to 
examine how these programs and services were coordinated 
to meet the needs of students with disabilities. Forty- 
five percent of the 56 educational institutions that 
responded had a specifically designated office with a 
director or coordinator and were offering a wide range of 
support services to students with disabilities. The 
research revealed two major problems encountered in 
developing a program of support services for students 
with disabilities. First, convincing various sectors of 
the university of the need for such services was 
difficult. The second problem encountered was dealing 
with topographical and architectural barriers to make the 
campus facility accessible to students with disabilities.
Some of the various architectural modifications 
needed to accommodate students with disabilities stated
in the study included: (a) ramping of buildings, (b)
slanting of sidewalks and curbs at street crossings, (c) 
placing braille markers on buildings, classroom doors, 
and elevators, (d) providing space for wheelchairs in 
theaters, auditoriums, and other such places, (e) 
installing automatic outside doors on major buildings,
(f) placing wide doors on toilet stalls and attaching 
hand rails inside the stalls, (g) providing visual fire 
alarms signals for the deaf, and (h) lowering public 
telephones.
Among the special services provided in the 
educational institutions surveyed were: (a) priority
registration, (b) assistance in locating and training 
student aides, (c) special parking and elevator keys, (d) 
special housing accommodations, (e) special 
transportation (vans or buses equipped with hydraulic 
lifts and wheelchair anchors), (f) library learning 
centers for the blind and the deaf, equipped with braille 
writers, talking book machines, braille English and 
foreign language dictionaries, braille encyclopedias, 
braille logarithmic tables, volunteer braille 
transcribers and readers, tape recorders, and braille 
calculators, (g) speech and language clinics, (h) special 
medical services, (i) physical therapy, (j) repair shop
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for support equipment of students with disabilities, and 
(k) adaptive physical education.
In a more recent study, Marion et al., (1983) 
investigated special efforts made by 155 colleges and 
universities in the United States to assure program 
accessibility for students with disabilities under the 
Rehabilitation Act Mandates. One of the main purposes of 
the study was to determine the services offered in the 
various types of educational institutions surveyed.
Larger educational institutions and public educational 
institutions generally had more staff support to serve 
needs of students with disabilities compared to smaller 
private postsecondary educational schools. The 
researchers discovered, however, that community colleges 
devoted the largest amount of time and offered a greater 
variety of services to students with disabilities.
There seems to be agreement among providers of 
support services to students with disabilities regarding 
programmatic delivery (Aksamit, Morris, & Leuenberger, 
1987; Barbaro, 1982; Miller, McKinley, & Ryan, 1979; 
Salend et al., 1985; Shaw et al., 1986; Siperstein,
1988). They have suggested the first efforts ought to 
focus on integration with the existing college/university 
programs and all activities and services available to
general students should be made available to students 
with disabilities. Given the situation where services 
provided to the general population do not meet the needs 
of students with disabilities, existing services should 
be expanded and/or developed. There is agreement among 
these researchers that such services should include, but 
not be limited to (a) academic and career advising, (b) 
personal and social counseling, (c) vocational planning 
and assistance in job placement, (d) adapted educational 
materials, (e) equipment loan and repair services, (f) 
on-campus mentors and/or assistants, (g) accessible 
housing and campus buildings, and (h) modified course 
requirements, all based on the specific needs of each 
person’s disabling condition.
Three models for the delivery of services to 
students with disabilities in postsecondary educational 
institutions appear predominantly in the literature and 
include: (a) highly centralized, complete, and direct 
programs; (b) loosely coordinated programs; and (c) 
highly coordinated, decentralized programs (Blackburn & 
Iovacchini, 1982; Cordon!, 1982; McBee et al., 1974). A 
highly centralized program is located in a single 
building and the staff is totally committed to providing 
services to students with disabilities. There may be
little effort to use other college/university staff 
members as part of the team providing services, but in 
this model, referral to other services may be necessary 
depending on the fiscal resources. In a loosely 
coordinated program, there are few planned support 
services. A coordinator or director is the primary 
referral agent and seeks to use support services 
elsewhere on the campus. This person's main role is to 
act as a liaison between the students with disabilities 
and various services provided on campus or in the 
community. A highly coordinated, decentralized program 
develops programs and support services to meet the 
individual needs of students with disabilities and 
departments within the institution are encouraged to 
develop resources to aid and serve this population. In 
this model it is common to make referrals to and from 
other campus departments as well as to and from resources 
in the community.
In 1978 Kolstoe described elements of a model 
college campus support services program that would ensure 
program accessibility. It was emphasized that in order 
to make it possible for students with disabilities to 
avail themselves of the opportunities for self­
development in postsecondary educational institutions,
certain provisions ought to be made regardless of the 
institution or the delivery system used. They included: 
(a) a pre-enrollment campus orientation that allows 
students with disabilities to get a sense of the 
obstacles to be encountered; (b) a Functional Training 
Week during which the extent of support services needed 
by students with disabilities can be determined; (c) a 
variety of housing options to allow students with 
disabilities who need a great deal of assistance as well 
as those who need limited assistance to manage daily 
lives with the least inconvenience possible; (d) a system 
of transportation which allows students with disabilities 
access to all areas of the campus and community; (e) a 
recognition of the need to eliminate barriers to students 
with disabilities in the use of classrooms, telephones, 
parking, recreation areas, and toilets; (f) an active 
program to improve accessibility through surveys, 
observation, and evaluations; (g) knowledgeable and 
empathetic program directors, support service personnel, 
and counselors who can relate to academic, personal, 
emotion, social, sexual, and vocational concerns and 
needs of individuals with disabilities; and (h) an 
ongoing continuous assessment of the effectiveness of all 
components of the support service program.
The literature thus far has demonstrated colleges 
and universities are attempting to meet the needs of 
students with disabilities. Yet, the research has also 
shown support services are not adequately meeting the 
individual needs of students with disabling conditions.
In a national survey of personnel needs, Smith-Davis, 
Burke, and Noel, (1984) noted a major impediment to 
improvement of services for students with disabilities on 
the postsecondary educational level was a shortage of 
qualified personnel to administer these services. This 
was a concern expressed by others. The Chairperson of 
the Association on Handicapped student Service Programs 
in Postsecondary Education's (AHSSPPE) Learning Disabled 
Interest Group, L. Block, stated in a personal 
communication, February 22, 1985 to S. Shaw that the "... 
number of learning disabled students at the college level 
is growing dramatically nationally and there are few 
service providers who are trained to meet the needs of 
these students." The Executive Director (J. Jarrow) of 
AHSSPPE, the major organization for personnel working 
with students who are disabled at the college level, 
stated in a personal communication, January 21, 1985 with
S. Shaw, that "many of the people being hired for these 
positions [as service providers] do not have relevant
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training or experience to fulfill the many 
responsibilities associated with these programs."
A survey conducted in 1984 by Blosser, discovered 
only 9% of the Directors of Disabled Student Services 
surveyed were trained in special education. It was also 
discovered in this study that these directors perceived 
training and coursework in disabling conditions as a 
major priority, other researchers investigating problems 
associated with services for students with disabilities 
in higher education have noted the need for training in 
assessment, program implementation, and program 
evaluation for directors of support service programs 
(Johnston, 1984; Mellard & Deshler, 1984). Salend et 
al., (1985) stated support service administrators need 
training in (a) advocacy, (b) instructional programs, (c) 
consulting with colleagues regarding classroom 
alternatives, (d) advising students with disabilities,
(e) promoting positive campus attitudes, and (f) 
assisting in service delivery.
A search for literature regarding student 
satisfaction of support services revealed a lack of 
research in this area. A study was located which 
investigated students' perceptions of faculty advising 
and will be discussed because of the similarities between
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faculty advising and the role of support services. This 
study was conducted at Virginia Commonwealth University 
by Hornbuckle, Mahoney, and Borgard (1979) to determine 
students' perceptions of faculty advising. A faculty 
advisor was defined as a person who would:
assist the student in effecting a program of 
study, assist the student in periodic evaluation of 
academic progress, aid in initial exploration of 
long range occupational and professional plans, and 
coordinate the learning experiences of the student 
through the integration of all the institutional 
services available to the student (p. 297).
The results indicated that faculty advisors should 
assess objectively the needs of students in terms of what 
individual students actually need, rather than in terms 
of faculty advisors’ assumptions of students' needs.
This research also indicated that the functions of 
faculty advisors were to act as the primary liaisons 
between the individual institution and the students.
Trowbridge and Mannelly (1987) surveyed 432 students 
with disabilities attending postsecondary educational 
institutions in the State of Washington. The students 
were asked to identify personal characteristics. The 
study revealed that the average age of students with
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disabilities in colleges/universities was 31.6 years. 
Another section of the study asked the students to rank 
services on the campus from greatest to least needed 
services on the campus. Ninety-two percent of the 
students rated one-to-one assistance as the highest 
priority. Specific subject tutoring was ranked as the 
second greatest need by 85% of the students. Job 
placement assistance was ranked as the third greatest 
need by 73% of the students with disabilities attending 
postsecondary educational institutions in Washington 
State.
In 1988 Long, using an adapted version of the 
Trowbridge and Mannelly (1987) questionnaire, asked 142 
college students with disabilities who had attended or 
were currently attending four colleges in Ohio to rate 
their levels of satisfaction with a given list of support 
services. It was the purpose of this study to determine 
the relationship between students' with disabilities 
satisfaction with support services and their academic 
persistence and achievement. It was found that 
disability was not a significant predictor of academic 
persistence, but was a significant predictor of academic 
achievement. The study also revealed that students with 
hearing impairments were more satisfied with support
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services than students with visual impairments and 
mobility impairments. The students with learning 
disabilities were the least satisfied with support 
services offered of all disabled groups surveyed.
Summary
The purpose of this chapter has been to present the 
development of and changes in student support services 
over the years based on the needs of the institution and 
legislation. Support services were originally provided 
to students for moral and spiritual guidance. Historical 
events such as World War I and World War II and the 
legislation which followed these events has changed 
support service programs. Due to Section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, access to an institution of 
higher education has become a right rather than a 
privilege for individuals with disabilities.
Based upon the research, the predominate support 
services currently provided for students with 
disabilities in higher education are personal, career, 
and academic counseling. Support service programs 
provide a variety of services from notetakers to 
alternative assignments, but the nature of these services 
is dependent upon the institution. Individuals with 
disabilities also face architectural and attitudinal
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barriers. These barriers range from resentment over 
changing the look of a building to faculty members who do 
not feel students with disabilities can benefit from a 
postsecondary education.
Program accessibility has been guaranteed to all 
students with disabilities attending postsecondary 
educational institutions receiving federal funds. This 
guarantee has been established through the mandates of 
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and specifically Section 
504. Yet, the research has indicated that colleges/ 
universities are experiencing difficulties in the 
implementation of these mandates. Many colleges/ 
universities have no written policy regarding students 
with disabilities. Not all sectors of the college/ 
university campus have felt a need to have services for 
students with disabilities. Attempting to assure campus 
facility accessibility is a major problem. Larger 
institutions of higher education provide more services 
for students with disabilities, whereas community 
colleges devote the largest amount of time to serving the 
needs of students with disabilities. National 
organizations are concerned that support service 
directors have insufficient training to meet the needs of 
students with disabilities. Support service directors
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have indicated that they would like to receive training 
in advocacy, instructional programs, consultation, 
advising students with disabilities, and service 
delivery.
Student satisfaction with support services was a 
final area of investigation. Although limited research 
was located on this topic, it can be stated students in 
postsecondary institutions would like to be assessed in 
terms of their specific needs, instead of faculty 
advisors' perceptions of those needs. Students with 
disabilities attending colleges/universities rated one- 
to-one assistance and specific area tutoring as major 
needs. Also evidenced in the research was students with 
hearing impairments were more satisfied with college 
support services than students with learning 
disabilities. This review of literature has demonstrated 
a need for a major educational commitment to assure that 
all students in higher education have an equal 
opportunity to perform their best academically and 
benefit from a postsecondary education.
This review has also supported the need for a study 
to determine specific support services provided for 
students with disabilities, types of disabling conditions 
characteristic of students who utilize these support
services, and feelings of students with disabilities 
regarding the support services provided to them in public 
postsecondary educational institutions in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia.
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY
The topic areas covered in this chapter include:
(a) description of the sample, (b) construction and 
description of the survey instruments, (c) specific 
research questions, (d) collection of the data, and (e) 
analysis of the data.
This investigation incorporated a pilot study of two 
colleges in Virginia, a public community college and a 
public four-year college with a graduate degree program. 
The purposes of the pilot study were to: (a) determine
communication problems; (b) change, delete, or add survey 
questions; (c) identify potential problems; (d) permit a 
check of analytical procedures; and (e) determine changes 
that needed to be made before the main study was 
conducted (Borg & Gall, 1989).
Description of the Sample 
The population for this study included: (a)
students with disabilities presently attending one of 39 
public postsecondary educational institutions in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia and receiving support services 
offered by the institutions, and (b) administrators of
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public postsecondary educational support services for 
students with disabilities.
The source for obtaining the names of the 39 public 
postsecondary institutions in the Commonwealth of 
Virginia was The Virginia Plan for Higher Education 
(1989) which was published by the State Council of Higher 
Education for Virginia. A total of 23 public community 
colleges (with one community college having five campuses 
and another having three campuses), one 2-year college, 
and 15 public colleges/universities that offer four-year 
undergraduate programs or four-year undergraduate with 
graduate programs (see Appendix A) were included in this 
study.
The subjects were identified through the office on 
the college/university campuses responsible for providing 
support services to students with disabilities. Only 
those students who had identified themselves or had been 
identified by the public postsecondary educational 
institution as having a disabling condition and requiring 
support services offered by the college/university were 
sampled.
To be included in this study students were: (a) 
currently enrolled, (b) identified as having a disabling 
condition, and (c) receiving support services for
individuals with disabilities in one of the 39 public 
colleges/universities in the Commonwealth of Virginia. 
Also included in this study were administrators who had 
been designated by public colleges/universities in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia as having the responsibility 
for: (a) coordinating support services for students with
disabilities, (b) planning support services for students 
with disabilities, (c) implementing support services for 
students with disabilities, and (d) responding to 
specific individual needs of students with disabilities 
on their campuses.
No names, addresses, or other personal information 
regarding the students with disabilities were provided to 
the investigator due to the provisions of Section 504 of 
the Rehabilitation Act which protects the confidentiality 
of individuals with disabling conditions. Instructions 
were provided to the support service administrators at 
each of the colleges/universities regarding the criteria 
for student selection. Administrators were asked to 
complete the administrators' survey. The majority of 
administrators of support service programs were unable to 
identify the exact number of students with disabilities 
being served on their campuses. Therefore, they were 
asked to identify a range which represented the
approximate number of students with disabilities being 
assisted through their support service programs. The 
mid-number of each of the identified ranges was then 
determined. Fifteen percent of the mid-range was chosen 
as the target number of student responses from each 
campus to included in the study (see Appendix A). The 
investigator felt this number would allow sufficient 
representation of students with disabilities on each of 
the participating campuses, yet be workable given the 
researcher's financial and time constraints. 
Administrators were asked to distribute surveys to the 
students with disabilities who were receiving support 
services through their offices.
Specific Research Questions
It was the intent of this investigation to answer 
seven specific research questions. These questions were:
1. What is the nature of support service programs 
provided to students with disabilities attending public 
postsecondary educational institutions in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia?
2. What is the educational background, training, 
and/or previous work experience of administrators of 
support service programs for the disabled in public
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postsecondary educational institutions in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia?
3. What types of disabling conditions are 
characteristic of students who utilize support service 
programs for the disabled in public postsecondary 
educational institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia?
4. How satisfied with the assistance provided by 
support service programs for the disabled are students 
with disabilities attending public postsecondary 
educational institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia?
5. What type of attitudinal barriers, if any, do 
students with disabilities perceive as an obstacle to 
academic success and achievement in public postsecondary 
educational institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia?
6. What type of architectural barriers, if any, do 
students with disabilities experience that interferes 
with daily campus life in postsecondary educational 
institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia?
7. What are the similarities and/or differences 
between community colleges and four-year colleges/ 
universities with and without graduate programs in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia in the following areas:
(a) the nature of support service program provided 
to students with disabilities?
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(b) the educational background, training, and/or 
previous work experience of administrators of 
support service programs for the disabled?
(c) the types of disabling conditions characteristic 
of students who utilize support service 
programs for the disabled?
(d) the level of satisfaction with the assistance 
provided by support services programs for the 
disabled as perceived by the students who use 
these services?
(e) the type of attitudinal barriers, if any, 
students with disabilities perceive as an 
obstacle to academic success and achievement?
(f) the type of architectural barriers, if any, 
students with disabilities experience that 
interferes with daily campus life?
Development of the Instruments
Because few studies could be located that focused on 
college/university students with disabilities who use 
postsecondary educational institution support service 
programs, it was necessary to develop an instrument to:
(a) assess satisfaction with support services, (b) 
determine the types of disabilities characteristic of 
students who utilize support services and (c) determine
specific attitudinal and architectural barriers, if any, 
encountered. A parallel instrument was also developed to 
investigate the specific types of support services 
offered on postsecondary campuses to students with 
disabilities and determine background education, 
training, and previous experience of college/university 
support service program providers. The instruments used 
for this investigation were developed in a series of 
phases.
The first phase of development involved a review of 
literature pertaining to postsecondary support service 
programs for individuals with disabilities including 
attitudinal and architectural barriers related to college 
students with disabilities. The second phase of 
development involved interviewing an administrator of 
support service programs for the disabled as well as 
interviewing four college students with disabilities who 
had utilized support services. The purpose of 
interviewing the administrator was to acquire information 
regarding support service programs. The college students 
with disabilities were interviewed to determine their 
specific areas of concern regarding support service 
programs. A list of survey questions was then generated 
and shared with the dissertation committee. The members
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of the committee evaluated the survey to assess its face 
validity. The final phase involved conducting a pilot 
study to determine the content validity of the 
instruments. The questionnaires were then adopted or 
adapted as needed. Each phase of the development of the 
instruments will be explained briefly.
The review of literature revealed several studies 
which sought to describe and explain various services 
offered to individuals with disabilities in postsecondary 
educational institutions (Beirne-Smith et al., 1989; 
Cordoni, 1980; Delworth et al., 1989; Marion et al.,
1983; McBee et al., 1974; Nelson et al., 1989; Rodgers, 
1984). Also investigated were studies that demonstrated 
college/university students with disabilities had 
attitudinal and architectural barriers which could impede 
academic progress and success (Altman, 1981; Babbitt et 
al., 1979; Levy, 1978; Safilios-Rothschild, 1976: Walker, 
1980; Wright, 1984). The literature also indicated the 
majority of support service administrators in 
postsecondary educational institutions lacked a 
background in special education (Blosser, 1984; Johnston, 
1984; Mellard et al., 1984; Salend et al., 1985). As a 
result of these studies, a list of services and problems 
typically found in postsecondary educational institution
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support service programs for students with disabilities 
was generated.
Interviews were conducted with an administrator of a 
support service program for the disabled and four college 
students with disabilities who had utilized support 
services. The administrator gave suggestions regarding 
specific areas that would be relevant to the 
investigation. This person also indicated an interest in 
knowing if students would like to have specific services. 
The four college students with disabilities helped to 
identify their areas of concern regarding support 
services. These students indicated that questions asked 
needed to be precise. They shared that it was not enough 
for a question to ask if tutoring was available, but the 
exact nature of the tutoring needed to be explored. 
Therefore, specific questions were developed regarding 
the nature and extent of services (e.g., one-to-one 
tutoring, specific subject tutoring, personal counseling, 
etc).
To help substantiate the face validity of the 
questionnaires, three professors from the College of 
William and Mary serving as members of the dissertation 
committee were asked to assess the quality of the 
instruments. Each member was asked to evaluate the
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usefulness of the instruments in relation to the topic 
chosen for this investigation.
To assess content validity of the questionnaires, a 
pilot study was conducted. A public community college 
and a public four-year college with a graduate program 
were chosen and the questionnaires distributed. Specific 
problems in communication, instrument format, and 
distribution procedures were noted and addressed. The 
results of the survey were also examined to determine if 
the information received was the information needed to 
answer the research questions. Data analysis procedures 
were evaluated to determine feasibility.
Description of the Instruments
This investigation depended on two questionnaires 
for data (see Appendices B and C). One questionnaire was 
directed to administrators of support service programs 
for students with disabilities in public postsecondary 
institutions in Virginia. There were a total of 73 
statements addressed. This questionnaire was comprised 
of three sections. The first section asked 
administrators to respond to 15 questions. Each of the 
questions was followed by a number of possible answers. 
The administrators were required to check the appropriate 
response for their respective situations. Some of the
questions allowed the administrators to supply answers 
that had not been listed. The purpose of these questions 
was to determine (a) educational background, (b) type of 
college/ university, (c) number of students with 
disabilities served, (d) educational experience, (e) 
additional training which might be desired, (f) 
additional training which they had acquired, (g) 
assessment tools used to determine eligibility for 
services, and (h) activities used to promote the needs of 
students with disabilities on campus.
The second section of the administrators' 
questionnaire involved a list of 56 support services that 
might be offered through support service programs to 
college/university students with disabilities. The 
administrators were required to check only those services 
provided at their postsecondary educational institution.
The final section of this questionnaire involved 
evaluation of overall support service programs. 
Administrators were asked to circle the number of the 
statement most representative of their programs. Four 
statements related to meeting the needs of college/ 
university students with disabilities were given. The 
statements ranged from "Services provided do not meet 
needs of students with handicaps" to "Services provided
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meet all needs of students with handicaps." This 
section also invited the administrators to express 
comments relevant to the study.
The questionnaire completed by the college/ 
university students with disabilities consisted of 73 
items and involved four sections. Section One posed nine 
questions related to (a) gender, (b) age range, (c) 
primary disability, (d) type of college/university, and
(e) enrollment status.
The second section dealt with six statements related 
to perceived attitudinal barriers on college/university 
campuses. This section presented the students with 
different statements reflecting perceived attitudinal 
barriers, if any, which might be encountered on college/ 
university campuses by students with disabilities. The 
students were asked to rate each one as frequently, 
occasionally, or seldom to never. The first three 
statements concerned perceived attitudinal barriers 
related to college/university faculty and staff. The 
last three statements concerned perceived attitudinal 
barriers related to peers.
Section Three of the students' questionnaire was a 
list of 56 support services which might be provided to 
students with disabilities on postsecondary educational
campuses. Students with disabilities were asked to rate 
the 54 support services on a scale from one to four or to 
circle the letters that represented their answers.
Numbers one (Not Satisfied) through four (Very Satisfied) 
represented the students' level of satisfaction with each 
service if it was currently being provided on their 
campuses. If the service was one not currently provided 
by their institutions, students indicated they would use 
the service if offered, by circling the letters "WU." If 
the service was not provided and the students would not 
use it were it to be provided, the letters "WN" were 
circled. If the service listed did not apply to the 
students, an "NA" for "Not Applicable" was circled.
The final section of this questionnaire asked the 
students to rate their overall satisfaction level with 
the support service programs offered on their campuses. 
The students were asked to circle the number of the 
statement which best represented their overall 
satisfaction with the services provided for students with 
disabilities. The statements ranged from "Not Satisfied" 
to "Very Satisfied." The students were then asked to 
make comments regarding the study.
70
Data Collection
Administrators of support service programs for 
students with disabilities in each of the public 
colleges/universities in the Commonwealth of Virginia 
were contacted by telephone and asked to participate in 
this investigation. In addition, they were informed of 
the criteria for student selection for participation in 
the study. Administrators were also informed that they 
would be required to complete a survey. The 
administrators were asked to indicate a range that 
represented the number of students with disabilities 
receiving services on their respective campuses and were 
informed that a specific number of survey respondents 
from each campus was needed for this study.
Administrators were then asked to distribute the 
corresponding number of surveys to the sample of students 
receiving services.
Once confirmation was received regarding 
participation, the administrators were sent 
questionnaires which included cover letters (see Appendix 
D), the number of student packets required, and a request 
to either distribute or mail them to students who had met 
the criteria for participation in this investigation.
All surveys were coded to allow the investigator to
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determine the return rate per college/university. The 
administrators and the students were supplied with 
returns envelope for their questionnaires.
The confidentiality of the students with 
disabilities is protected by Section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973. Consequently, the 
investigator did not ask for any names or personal 
information which might have lead to the discovery of the 
identities of the students. The students' questionnaires 
for this investigation were either mailed or distributed 
via personal contact by the administrators of the 
college/university support service programs for the 
disabled. The participating students were given a survey 
packet which included (a) a cover letter which explained 
the purpose of the study and ensured the students of 
their voluntary participation and the protection of their 
confidentiality (see Appendix E), (b) the student 
questionnaire, and (c) a stamped, addressed return 
envelope . Students were also given the telephone number 
of the researcher and times to call if assistance was 
required to complete the questionnaire. Follow-up 
telephone calls were made to administrators and follow-up 
letters (see Appendix F) were mailed to administrators,
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to be distributed to students, if there was a lack of 
response at the end of three weeks.
Analysis of the Data
Descriptive research is often used to increase 
knowledge about educational events and is intended to 
produce "information about aspects of education that 
interest policymakers and educators" (Borg et al., 1989, 
p. 5). According to Borg et al., (1989) descriptive 
research has four main functions: (a) to describe
phenomena "... their form, structure, activity, change 
over time, and so on" (p. 5); (b) to predict "...
knowledge about factors that predict students' success in 
school and the world of work" (p. 6); (c) to improve
"... intervention programs, curriculum materials and 
teaching methods that improve student learning or some 
other valued outcome" (p. 6); and (d) to explain the 
phenomena, which "subsumes the other three" (p. 9). 
Accordingly, a descriptive research design was chosen for 
this investigation.
It was the purpose of this research to: (a) examine
the nature of support service programs for individuals 
with disabilities and the level of satisfaction felt by 
the students who utilize the services, (b) examine the 
educational background, training, and experience of
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administrators of support service programs, (c) examine 
the types of disabling conditions characteristic of 
students who use support service programs, (d) examine 
the types of attitudinal and architectural barriers, if 
any, perceived by students with disabilities, and (e) 
examine similarities and/or differences between support 
service programs in community colleges and four-year 
colleges/universities in the Commonwealth of Virginia. 
Because measures of central tendency are the most common 
form of analysis for descriptive data, they were used in 
this investigation.
These measurement techniques allowed the researcher 
to tabulate data that were used to depict, describe, and 
understand the information collected. The data were 
summarized in frequency distributions and tabulated into 
percentiles. The data that were collected have been 
illustrated through the use of frequency distribution 
tables and percentile charts.
Possible responses for each question asked of 
administrators and students were assigned a numerical 
value (i.e., not satisfied = 1, moderately satisfied =2, 
satisfied = 3, satisfied =4). Responses received from 
students with disabilities attending community colleges 
were pooled together as were the responses received from
students with disabilities attending four-year 
colleges/universities. Measures of variability were used 
to make comparisons between the mean values of the 
responses for students with disabilities utilizing 
support services in public community colleges and 
students with disabilities utilizing support services in 
public colleges/ universities offering four-year 
undergraduate programs and four-year with graduate 
programs in the following areas: (a) types of disabling
conditions, (b) level of satisfaction with services, (c) 
perceived attitudes displayed by faculty, and (d) 
perceived attitude displayed by peers. In addition, 
comparisons were made between the mean values of the 
responses of administrators of support service programs 
in community colleges and administrators of support 
service programs in four-year and four-year with graduate 
program colleges/universities in the areas of: (a)
degree status, (b) background experience, (c) assessment 
techniques, (d) activities to promote awareness, and (e) 
nature of services offered.
The levels of satisfaction experienced by students 
with disabilities were compared to the nature of support 
services provided to students with disabilities as 
reported by administrators of these programs. Finally,
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the overall levels of satisfaction with support service 
programs as perceived by students with disabilities were 
compared to the administrators' perception regarding the 
overall quality of support service programs in 
colleges/universities in the Commonwealth of Virginia.
Summary
This investigation involved surveying college/ 
university students with disabilities who were, at the 
time of this study, receiving support services for the 
disabled in public postsecondary educational institutions 
in the Commonwealth of Virginia. Administrators of these 
services were also surveyed. The descriptive research 
design has been described in addition to the specific 
questions this investigation has attempted to answer. A 
review of research and interviews led to the generation 
of questions that were used in the surveys. A panel of 
three faculty members at the College of William and Mary 
evaluated the face validity of the instruments. A pilot 
study was incorporated to assess content validity of the 
questionnaires, determine communication problems, and 
check analytical procedures. Measures of central 
tendency and measures of variability that were used to 
analyze the data, as well as the methods for presentation 
of the results of the study were discussed.
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this chapter is to present the 
findings of the research conducted involving support 
service programs for students with disabilities on public 
college/university campuses in the Commonwealth of 
Virginia. This chapter discusses an overview of the 
methodology used for this study and reports the results 
related to each of the seven specific research questions.
Overview of the Methodology 
This study involved the use of two surveys. One 
survey was developed for administrators of public 
college/university support service programs for students 
with disabilities in the Commonwealth of Virginia. 
Administrators were asked to indicate their background 
and/or educational experience related to their current 
positions, additional coursework that would be and/or had 
been beneficial to their positions, and specific support 
services offered through their offices to students with 
disabilities. The second survey was distributed to 
students with disabilities who were currently utilizing 
support services for the disabled on each college/ 
university campus. Administrators were responsible for
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the distribution of these surveys to a sample of 
students. Students were asked to identify their gender, 
age, primary disabling condition, and to answer questions 
related to their enrollment status. These students were 
then asked to indicate their levels of satisfaction with 
each service or statement listed. If the services listed 
were not available on their respective campuses, students 
were asked to indicate whether or not they would use the 
services were they to be offered on their Individual 
campuses.
Administrators for support services for the disabled 
were contacted via telephone by the researcher. The 
administrators were informed of the purposes of this 
study, given a description of their individual 
involvement, and asked to participate. Of the 45 
individual campuses representing 39 public colleges/ 
universities, 38 campuses representing 34 public 
colleges/universities (87%) agreed to participate.
Of the administrators who chose not to participate, 
three indicated they had no identified students with 
disabilities enrolled on their campuses. Two different 
campus administrators of support service programs for the 
disabled representing one community college did not 
believe they had the time to answer or distribute any
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surveys. One support service program administrator for 
the disabled indicated that he/she did not ever 
personally participate nor did he/she expose any of the 
students with disabilities on campus to surveys.
Each of the administrators of support service 
programs for the disabled who agreed to participate 
(n=38) were sent a packet containing an administrator's 
survey and a designated number of student surveys to 
distribute to a sample of students with disabilities 
receiving assistance from their respective offices (see 
Appendix A). Follow-up telephone calls to each of the 
participating administrators were made at the end of a 
three-week period if the survey response rate was low. 
Additional survey packets were sent to the administrators 
for distribution as needed.
Of the 45 individual campuses representing 39 public 
colleges/universities, three campuses had no identified 
students with disabilities. Support service programs for 
students with disabilities were, therefore, available on 
42 campuses. Of these 42 campuses with support service 
programs for students with disabilities, 38 campuses 
representing 34 public colleges/universities agreed to 
participate. Replies were actually received from 
administrators and students representing 30 campuses, for
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an overall response rate of 79%. Of the 30 
administrators who responded to this survey 21 (70%) 
represented community colleges, 2 (6.7%) represented 
four-year colleges/universities, and 7 (23.3%) 
represented four-year undergraduate colleges/universities 
with graduate degree programs.
Surveys were distributed to students with 
disabilities attending public postsecondary educational 
institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia via program 
administrators in initial and follow-up mailings. A 
total of 338 student surveys were returned. Of the 
students with disabilities who responded to this survey 
one hundred ninety-four (57.3%) attended community 
colleges, thirty-seven (11%) attended four-year 
undergraduate colleges/universities, and one hundred six 
(31.4%) attended four-year undergraduate colleges/ 
universities with graduate degree programs.
The target number of student responses desired for 
inclusion in this study (15% of the approximate number of 
students with disabilities on campus) was not achieved 
from three of the 30 college/university campuses. The 
responses received from the students with disabilities 
representing these three colleges/universities were 
compared to the responses of students with disabilities
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representing the remaining 27 colleges/universities using 
a statistical £-test. The analysis of the mean values 
of the responses indicated that there were no significant 
differences in the responses. Therefore, the responses 
from the students representing the three colleges/ 
universities were included in the overall analysis of the 
data. Data from administrators and students representing 
community colleges, four-year undergraduate colleges/ 
universities, and four-year undergraduate colleges/ 
universities with graduate degree programs were pooled to 
provide answers to research questions one through six.
To answer research question seven (a-f), the data from 
administrators and students representing community 
colleges were compared to data from administrators and 
students representing four-year colleges/universities 
with and without graduate programs.
In following sections are described the results of 
the surveys completed by students with disabilities 
(n=338) and administrators of support service programs 
for students with disabilities (n=30) in public 
postsecondary educational institutions in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia. The sections are organized by 
specific research questions that the study was designed 
to answer.
Findings
Research Question 1
What is the nature of support service programs 
provided to students with disabilities attending public 
postsecondary educational institutions in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia?
Nature of direct services. The types of direct 
services provided to students with disabilities through 
support service programs in public colleges/ universities 
in the Commonwealth of Virginia are shown in Table 2.
The majority of administrators for support service 
programs indicated pre-admission information sharing and 
registration priority were available for students with 
disabilities, yet less than one-half indicated their 
campuses had adaptive admissions criteria for this 
population. Direct services such as notetakers, tape 
recorders, interpreters, and readers were available 
through the majority of support service programs to help 
students with disabilities cope with communicating in 
their courses. Less than one-half of the administrators 
indicated that adaptive equipment (braille calculators, 
laptop computers, braille typewriters) was available to 
assist this population with the demands of coursework.
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Table 2
Nature of Di-rent-. Services
Direct Services Frequency Percent
Notetakers 29 96.7
Tape Recorders 28 93.3
Interpreters 23 76.6
Registration Priority 22 73.3
Readers 21 70.
Talking Books 18 60.
Lecture Tapes 17 56.7
Large Print Services 14 46.7
Typing Services 13 43.3
Campus Orientation (CO) 12 40.
Adaptive Admissions Criteria 12 40.
Talking Computers 11 36.7
CO with Mobility Training 9 30.
Adaptive Physical Education 9 30.
Braille Typewriters 7 23.3
Free Legal Services 5 16.7
On-Campus Transportation for Disabled 4 13.3
List Off-Campus Accessible Housing 4 13.3
Equipment Repair and Maintenance 4 13.3
Laptop Computers 2 6.7
Braille Calculators 2 6.7
Nature of mentoring services. Administrators of 
support service programs were asked to identify the types 
of mentoring services that were available to provide 
guidance and support for students with disabilities.
These administrators were also asked to indicate if 
clubs, organizations, and/or activities designed to meet 
the specific needs of students with disabilities were 
available on their respective campuses. Table 3 features 
the administrators' responses. Less than one-half of the 
administrators for support service programs for students 
with disabilities offer mentoring programs to this 
population for guidance and support. Less than one-third 
of these administrators indicated that clubs, 
organizations, and/or activities designed to meet the 
specific needs of students with disabilities were 
available.
Nature of tutoring and counseling services. 
Administrators of support service programs were asked to 
indicate the nature of tutoring services offered through 
their offices for students with disabilities. These 
administrators were also asked to indicate the nature of 
counseling services that were available to students with 
disabilities either through their support service 
programs or offered to this population elsewhere on their
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Table 3
Nature of Mentoring Services
Mentoring Services Frequency Percent
Paired with Faculty Member 10 33.3
Clubs for Disabled 9 30.
Paired with Non-Disabled 8 26.7
Paired with Other Disabled 6 20.
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respective campuses. Table 4 presents the nature of 
tutoring and counseling services available. The majority 
of administrators of support service programs indicated 
that individual career, personal, and academic 
counseling, as well as job placement and one-to-one 
tutoring in specific content areas and general skill 
areas were available to students with disabilities.
Group tutoring and group counseling were offered by less 
than one-half of the respondents.
Nature of instructional accommodations. 
Administrators of support service programs were asked to 
indicate whether specific instructional accommodations 
were offered by the faculty on their respective campuses 
to accommodate the specific needs of students with 
disabilities. As shown in Table 5 all of the respondents 
indicated faculty allowed different testing procedures to 
accommodate the instructional needs of students with 
disabilities. Approximately one-half of the respondents 
indicated faculty adapted curriculum materials to meet 
the needs of this population.
Nature of architectural accommodations. 
Administrators of support service programs were asked to 
indicate if specific architectural accommodations were 
available on their respective campuses to accommodate the
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Table 4
Nature of Tutoring and Counseling Services
Tutoring and Counseling Services Frequency Percent
Individual Career Counseling 29 96.7
Individual Personal Counseling 28 93.3
Individual Academic Counseling 28 93.3
Job Placement Assistance 26 86.7
1:1 Tutoring Specific Content Areas 25 83.3
1:1 Tutoring General Skill Areas 24 80.
Group Tutoring Specific Content Areas 13 43.3
Group Personal Counseling 12 40.
Group Tutoring General Skill Areas 11 36.7
Cmptr. Tutoring Specific Content Areas 11 36.7
Group Career Counseling 11 36.7
Group Academic Counseling 10 33.3
Cmptr. Tutoring General Skill Areas 8 26.7
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Table 5
Nature of Instructs onal Accommodations
Instructional Accommodations Frequency Percent
Faculty Allowed Different Testing 30 100.
Faculty Extended Assignment Deadlines 24 80.
Faculty Extended Course Deadlines 24 80.
Faculty Allowed Alternative Assignments 23 76.7
Faculty Adapted Curriculum Materials 16 53.3
needs of students with disabilities. As shown in Table 6 
more than one-half of the respondents indicated they felt 
their respective campuses did have architectural 
accommodations such as special parking, accessible 
restrooms, and computer labs as well as ramps to an 
adequate number of buildings, designed to meet the needs 
of students with disabilities. Less than one-half of the 
respondents indicated their respective campuses had 
automatic doors and accessible recreational facilities.
Of the thirty respondents, only nine represented 
colleges/universities with dormitory facilities. All 
nine respondents indicated the dormitory facilities, as 
well as the dormitory restrooms, were accessible to 
students with disabilities. Three (33.3%) of the nine 
respondents indicated the dormitory facilities were 
equipped with automatic doors.
Administrators' evaluation of overall support 
service programs. Administrators were asked to evaluate 
the overall support service programs provided to students 
with disabilities on their respective college/university 
campuses. Figure 1 illustrates how these administrators 
evaluated their respective support service programs. The 
majority of respondents indicated their programs met the 
majority of needs of students with disabilities. One
89
Table 6
Nature of Architectural Accommodations
Architectural Accommodations Frequency Percent
Special Parking 28 93.3
Access to Restrooms 28 93.3
Accessible Computer Labs 24 80.
Ramp to Buildings 23 76.7
Ramp to Library 21 70.
Elevators in Buildings 20 66.7
Automatic Doors to Library 11 36.7
Automatic Doors to Buildings 11 36.7
Accessible Rec. Facilities 11 36.7
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0  NOT MEET HEEDS 
§  MINIMAL NEEDS 
0  MAJORITY NEEDS
Figure 1. Administrators' evaluation of overall support 
service programs.
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(3.3%) respondent Indicated his/her support services 
program did not meet the needs of students with 
disabilities. None of the respondents indicated their 
support service programs met all the needs of this 
population.
Research Question 2
What is the educational background, training, and/or 
previous work experience of administrators of support 
service programs for the disabled in public postsecondary 
educational institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia?
Educational background. Administrators of support 
service programs were asked to indicate the type of 
degrees earned as well as their fields of study. Table 7 
displays the degrees earned by the respondents and the 
fields of study. More than one-half of the 
administrators of support service programs have master's 
degrees in various fields of study from counseling to 
history. Many of the respondents had earned degrees in 
fields of study that concentrated on working with the 
disabled such as counseling, psychology, speech 
pathology, special education, and rehabilitation. Less 
than one-half of the administrators of support service 
programs had degrees beyond the master's level.
92
Table 7
Educational Background
Degree Field Frequency Percent
Bachelors Psychology 5 16.7
Education 5 16.7
Sociology 2 6.7
Special Education 1 3.3
English 1 3.3
Speech Pathology 1 3.3
Philosophy 1 3.3
Public Administration 1 3.3
School Psychology 1 3.3
Masters Counseling 13 43.3
Education 3 10.
Psychology 2 6.7
Rehabilitation 2 6.7
Higher Education 2 6.7
History 2 6.7
Special Education 1 3.3
Rehabilitative Counseling 1 3.3
Specialist/ Counseling 3 10.
C.A.G.S. Education 1 3.3
Doctoral Higher Education 3 10.
Urban Studies 2 6.7
Education 1 3.3
Special Education 1 3.3
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Training.and experlsncp working with inri<vlrinals 
with disahiiitipg. Administrators of support service 
programs were asked to identify the number of years 
experience they had working with individuals with 
disabilities (see Table 8). They were also asked to 
indicate the levels and the types of disabling conditions 
characteristic of the individuals taught. Less than half 
of the administrators of support services had experience 
teaching individuals with disabilities. Of the fourteen 
respondents who had previous teaching experience working 
with the disabled, all had experience teaching at the 
postsecondary level. Three (21.4%) had also taught at 
the preschool and elementary level, whereas four (28.6%) 
respondents had experience at the junior high/middle 
school level and at the high school level. All fourteen 
administrators who had previously taught individuals with 
disabilities had experience working with more than one 
specific type of disabling condition. All of the 
respondents had experience working with the learning 
disabled as well as the orthopedically impaired. Eleven 
(36.7%) of the respondents indicated they had experience 
working with visually impaired; ten (71.4%) with the 
hearing impaired and nine (64.3%) worked with the multi-
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Table 8
Years of Experience Teaching Individuals with
Blaablllties
Years of Experience Frequency Percent
None 16 53.3
1-5 5 16.7
6-10 5 16.7
11-15 3 10.
>15 1 3.3
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disabled and individuals with speech impairments. Six 
(42.9%) respondents also had experience working with 
other health impaired (spinal cord injuries, chronically 
ill) and five (35.7%) respondents indicated they had 
experience working with individuals with other 
impairments (drug/alcohol recovery clients, brain injured 
patients, stoke patients, aphasic patients, and cancer 
patients).
Background preparation. Administrators of support 
service programs were asked to indicate if they felt 
their background experience and/or education had 
adequately prepared them for the demands of serving 
students with disabilities in their current position.
These responses are shown in Table 9. More than one-half 
of the respondents indicated their background experience 
and/or training had not adequately prepared them for the 
current demands of their positions. Twenty-six (86.7%) 
respondents indicated additional training either had been 
or would be beneficial and three (10%) indicated further 
training was not needed.
Administrators of support service programs were 
asked to identify different areas of training and/or 
coursework they felt either had been or would be 
beneficial, given their current roles and responsibilities.
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Table 9
Adequacy of Background ^ Experience and/or Education
Adequacy level Frequency Percent
Adequately Prepared Them 11 36.7
Helped But Not Adequately 14 46.7
Did Not Adequately Prepare Them 5 16.7
Table 10 displays different areas of training and/or 
coursework the respondents indicated either had been 
and/or would be beneficial given their current positions. 
Conferences on rights of the disabled as well as on 
higher education were identified as the most beneficial 
to administrators of support service programs. Also 
indicated to be beneficial were training and/or 
coursework in the areas of legal issues and 
characteristics of the disabled. The training and/or 
coursework identified as least beneficial had been in the 
area of counseling. The respondents indicated training 
and/or coursework in curriculum modification and methods 
to work with the disabled would be the most beneficial to 
them. One administrator indicated training and/or 
coursework in administrative leadership would be of 
benefit to him/her.
Types_of training and awareness activities provided.
Administrators of support service programs were 
asked to identify their employment status and the types 
of training they provided to support service staff (see 
Table 11). Of the 30 administrators of support service 
programs, 24 (80%) indicated they were employed full-time 
in their positions. Six (20%) respondents indicated they
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Table 10
Training and/or Coursework Which Wad Rpen.or Wnuld Tte 
Beneficial
Had Been Would Be
Training/Coursework # % # %
Conference on Rights of Disabled 15 50. 7 23.3
Conference on Higher Education 13 43.3 4 13.3
Legal Issues 11 36.7 14 46.7
Characteristics of Disabled 11 36.7 10 33.3
Staff Development 9 30. 10 33.3
Methods to Work with Disabled 9 30. 15 50.
Curriculum Modification 7 23.3 16 53.3
Counseling 2 6.7 3 10.
Administrative Leadership 0 1 3.
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Table 11
Training ProvJriad for Support Service Staff
Training Frequency Percent
Available on Individual Basis 16 53.3
Staff Development/In-Service 14 46.7
Send to Conferences 14 46.7
No Training Provided 2 6.6
Staff Talks to Disabled to 1 3.3
Determine Specific Needs
Free Relevant Courses 0
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were employed as administrators of support service 
programs on a part-time basis. Talking to staff on an 
individual basis, staff development meetings, and in- 
service training were the most predominant types of 
training provided to support service personnel who worked 
with students with disabilities on the campuses.
Table 12 represents the replies received from 
administrators of support service programs when asked to 
identify the type of awareness activities provided to 
promote knowledge and awareness of students with 
disabilities on their respective campuses. Literature 
distributed to faculty, staff, and students in the form 
of press releases and brochures were the preferred 
methods of promoting awareness of students with 
disabilities. The least utilized activity was a campus 
wide Awareness Week.
Research Question 3
What types of disabling conditions are 
characteristic of students who utilize support service 
programs for the disabled in public postsecondary 
educational institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia?
Eligibility. To be found eligible for support 
services for the disabled on college/university campuses
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Table 12
Methods to Promote Awareness on Campuses
Distribution of Literature 27 90.
Staff Development Meetings 20 66.7
Talked to Student Groups 7 23.3
Campus Awareness Week 5 16.7
No Methods 2 6.6
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In the Commonwealth of Virginia, students had to first be 
identified as having a particular disability. 
Administrators were asked to indicate how students were 
found eligible for support services for the disabled (see 
Table 13). The majority of support service programs 
relied on more than one specific report or tool to 
determine if students were eligible for support services 
for the disabled. Reports from outside agencies appeared 
to be the most commonly accepted. Slightly less than 
one-half of the respondents indicated they assessed 
students on campus for suspected disabilities.
Administrators of support service programs and 
students with disabilities utilizing these services were 
asked to identify the office and/or person responsible 
for contacting faculty regarding the specific needs of 
of this population (see Table 14). The majority of 
administrators indicated it was the responsibility of the 
support service office as well as the responsibility of 
students with disabilities to discuss specific needs of 
individual students. The majority of students with 
disabilities indicated it was their responsibility to 
discuss specific needs with faculty. Reliance on other 
people (department chairs, mentors, previous teachers, 
and parents) was the least used.
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Table 13
Eligibility Tools
Eligibility Tools Frequency Percent
Reports From Outside Agencies 22 73.3
High School Records 18 60.
Interviews W/Students 17 56.7
Interviews/Reports W/Others 9 30.
Self Identification 9 30.
Assessed on Campus 11 36.7
Interviews W/Students 9 81.8
Intelligence Tests 4 36.4
Achievement Tests 3 27.3
Reports From Others 3 27.3
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Table 14
Office/Person Responsible for Contacting Faculty
Faculty Students
Office/Person # % # %
Support Service Office 19 63.3 55 16.3
Responsibility of Students 18 60. 196 58.
Students Advisors 3 10. 28 8.3
No One 1 3.3 0
Others 6 20. 24 7.1
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Disabling Conditions, students with disabilities 
attending postsecondary educational institutions in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia were asked to identify their 
primary disabling conditions (see Table 15). The 
majority of students who responded to this survey 
identified learning disabilities as their primary 
disabling condition. The second largest group identified 
orthopedic disabilities as their primary disabling 
condition. The students with speech disabilities 
represented the smallest group of students with 
disabilities. One (.3%) student did not reply to this 
item.
Research Question 4
How satisfied with the assistance provided by 
support programs for the disabled are students with 
disabilities attending public postsecondary institutions 
in the Commonwealth of Virginia?
Riographical information. Students (n=338) were 
asked to respond to questions related to gender, age, 
enrollment status, and grade average (see Table 16). The 
majority of respondents were between the ages of 17 and 
25 years old. The majority were enrolled full-time, 
classified themselves as either freshmen or sophomores, 
and indicated they maintained a C grade average. There
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Table 15
Types of Disabling Conditions Charart-.arl stl n of Students
Disabling Conditions Frequency Percent
Learning Disabled 192 56.8
Orthopedically Disabled 60 17.8
Hearing Disabled 22 6.5
Visually Disabled 18 5.3
Other Health Disabled 17 5.
Multiple Sclerosis 2 11.
Asthma 2 11.
Intractable Chronic Pain 1 5.5
Sickle Cell Anemia 1 5.5
Lupus Disease 1 5.5
Scoptic Sensitivity Syndrome 1 5.5
Kidney Disfunction 1 5.5
Graves Disease 1 5.5
Thyroid Disorder 1 5.5
Kidney Disease 1 5.5
Cerebral Palsy W/Epilepsy 1 5.5
Chemical Sensitivity 1 5.5
Encephalitis 1 5.5
Seizure Disorder 1 5.5
Cancer 1 5.5
Other Disabled 16 4.7
Head Injured 7 43.8
Severe Depression 12.5
Traffic Phobic Disorder 1 6.3
Organic Mental Problem 1 6.3
Mental Handicap 1 6.3
Schizophrenic 1 6.3
Bipolar 1 6.3
Recovering Alcoholic 1 6.3
Recovering Alcoholic & Drug Addict 1 6.3
Multi-Disabled 10 3.
Speech Disabled 2 .6
Table 16
Biographical Information
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Biographical information Frequency Percent
Gender
Females 171 50.6
Males 167 49.4
Age
17-25 215 63.6
26-35 75 22.2
>35 48 14.2
Enrollment Status
Full-Time 255 75.4
Part-Time 82 24.3
Class Status
Freshman 105 31.1
Sophomore 116 34.3
Junior 53 15.7
Senior 30 8.9
5-Year Senior 12 3.6
Master 3 .9
Advanced 6 1.8
Enrolled Not Classified 13 3.9
Degree Pursuing
Associates 161 47.6
Bachelors 131 38.7
Masters 16 4.7
Advanced 9 2.7
Doctoral 1 .3
Not Pursuing Degree 8 2.4
Decision Not Made 12 3.6
Grade Average
A 41 12.1
B 119 35.2
C 143 42.3
D 24 7.1
E 9 2.7
No Response 2 .6
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was a small number of respondents who were enrolled but 
not classified and not pursuing specific degrees. A 
small number of respondents indicated they were failing 
the majority of their classes.
Student satisfaction with direct services. The 
student respondents (n=338) were asked to indicate their 
level of satisfaction with a variety of services that 
might be offered directly through support service 
programs on their respective campuses. These direct 
services ranged from notetakers to the availability of 
adaptive equipment (see Table 17). If the particular 
direct services were not offered, the students were asked 
to indicate whether they would use or would not use these 
services were they to be offered (see Tables 18).
Approximately one-third of the respondents were very 
satisfied with registration priority. This same number 
of respondents was satisfied specifically with the 
service of pre-admission information sharing.
Respondents appeared to be the least satisfied with 
campus orientation and adaptive admissions criteria 
provided to students with disabilities. An almost equal 
number of respondents were not satisfied, moderately 
satisfied, satisfied, and very satisfied with typing 
services as well as laptop computers. More respondents
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Table 17
Levels of Satisfaction with Direct Support Services
NS " MS i VS
Direct Services # % #  % # % # %
Campus Orient.(CO) 
Adapt.Admlss.Crlt. 
Pre-Admiss.Sharing 
Registration Prior. 
Notetakers 
Typing Services 
Laptop Computers 
CO W/Mobil.Train. 
Lecture Tapes 
Adaptive P.E. 
Off-Campus Housing 
Talking Computers 
Readers
Tape Recorders 
On-Campus Trans. 
Equip. Repair/Maint. 
Legal Services 
Braille Typewriters 
Braille Calculators 
Talking Books 
Interpreters 
Large Print Services
30 8.8 27 8.
29 8.6 28 8.5
28 8.3 42 12.4
26 7.7 25 7.4
26 7.7 29 8.6
26 7.7 25 7.4
20 5.9 18 5.3
19 5.6 19 5.6
19 5.6 27 8.
18 5.3 18 5.3
14 4.2 10 3.
14 4.1 2 .6
13 3.9 17 3.6
13 3.8 18 5.3
12 3.5 5 1.5
10 3. 14 4.2
9 2.7 6 1.8
8 2.4 0
8 2.4 0
8 2.4 9 2.7
7 2.1 4 1.2
6 * 00 6 1.8
43 12.6 39 11.5
35 10.3 52 15.4
101 29.9 67 19.8
48 14.2 91 26.8
35 10.4 43 12.7
23 6.8 26 7.7
23 6.8 21 6.2
20 5.9 14 4.2
33 9.8 33 9.8
25 7.4 17 5.
14 4.2 10 3.
6 1.8 13 3.9
14 4.1 18 5.3
49 14.5 42 12.4
12 3.5 10 3.
8 2.4 7 2.1
8 2.4 12 3.6
4 1.1 4 1.1
3 .9 4 1.1
22 6.5 24 7.1
13 3.9 23 6.8
13 3.9 6 1.8
Key
NS - Not Satisfied 
MS - Moderately Satisfied 
S - Satisfied 
VS - Very Satisfied
110
Table 18
Students Who Would/Would Not Use Dlract Services if. They Were
Provided
Direct Services
WU WN NA
# % # % # %
Free Legal Services 119 35.2 21 6.2 163 48.1
Lecture Tapes 105 31.1 23 6.7 98 29.
Laptop Computers 100 29.6 10 3. 146 43.2
Typing Services 95 28.1 26 7.7 117 34.6
Tape Recorders 83 24.6 24 7.1 109 32.2
Adapt. Admiss. Criteria 75 22.2 23 6.7 96 28.3
Notetakers 73 21.5 26 7.7 106 31.4
Campus orient. (CO) 72 21.3 29 8.9 98 29.
Talking Computers 65 19.2 24 7.1 214 63.3
Registration Prior. 58 17.2 8 2.4 82 24.3
Talking Books 52 15.4 19 5.6 204 60.3
Readers 48 14.2 24 7.1 209 61.8
On-Campus Trans. 45 13.3 24 7.1 230 68.1
Adaptive P.E. 45 13.4 21 6.2 194 57.4
Off-Campus Housing 41 12.1 13 3.9 236 69.8
Pre-Admiss. Sharing 41 12.1 8 2.4 51 15.1
Large Print Services 37 10.9 21 6.2 249 73.6
Equip. Repair/Main. 36 10.5 12 3.6 251 74.2
CO W/Mobil. Train 28 8.3 31 9.2 207 61.2
Interpreters 26 7.7 23 6.8 242 71.5
Braille Typewriters 10 3. 15 4.4 297 88.
Braille Calculators 11 3.3 17 5. 295 87.3
Key
WU - Would Use 
WN - Would Not Use 
NA - Not Applicable
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were not satisfied and moderately satisfied than 
satisfied and very satisfied with campus orientation with 
mobility training for students with disabilities.
Table 18 shows over one-third of the respondents 
indicated they would use free legal services if they were 
to be offered on their campuses. Lecture tapes and 
laptop computers would be used by a little less than one- 
third of the respondents if these services were 
available. Braille calculators and braille typewriters 
would be used by the smallest number of respondents and 
the majority of respondents indicated that these two 
pieces of adaptive equipment did not apply to them.
Student satisfaction with mentoring, services. 
Respondents were also asked to indicate their level of 
satisfaction with a given list of mentoring services (see 
Table 19). If the given mentoring services were not 
available on the respondents' respective campuses, they 
were asked to indicate whether they would or would not 
use these services if they were available (see Table 20). 
The majority of respondents who had mentoring services 
available were satisfied to very satisfied with being 
paired to a faculty member for guidance and support.
Clubs, organizations, and/or activities designed to meet
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Table 19
Level of Satisfaction with Mentoring Services
Mentoring Services
NS MS S VS
# % # % # % # %
Clubs for Disabled 22 6.5 19 5.6 27 8. 19 5.6
Paired W/Faculty 19 5.6 29 8.5 53 15.7 64 19.
Paired W/Disabled 16 4.6 10 3. 12 3.6 14 4.1
Paired W/Non-Dis. 15 4.3 15 4.3 20 6. 20 6.
Key
NS - Not Satisfied 
MS - Moderately Satisfied 
S - Satisfied 
VS - Very Satisfied
Table 20
Students Who_Would/Wonld Mot Use Mentoring Services if They 
Were Provided
Mentoring Services
WU WN NA
# % # % # %
Clubs For Disabled 134 39.6 36 10.7 81 24.
Paired W/Disabled 120 36.1 29 8.6 135 40.
Paired W/Faculty 109 32.3 8 2.4 56 16.5
Paired W/Non-Disabled 108 32. 43 12.8 117 34.6
Key
WU - Would Use 
WN - Would Not Use 
NA - Not Applicable
114
the needs of students with disabilities appeared to be 
least satisfying of the listed mentoring services.
Table 20 reveals over one-third of the respondents 
would use clubs, organizations, and/or activities 
designed to meet the specific needs of students with 
disabilities and would like to be paired with other 
students with disabilities. The majority of the 
respondents indicated that being paired to students with 
disabilities did not apply to them.
Student satisfaction with tutoring, and counseling 
services. Respondents were asked to identify their level 
of satisfaction with specific tutoring and counseling 
services available on their campuses. Table 21 shows 
these respondents' replies. If the listed tutoring and 
counseling services were not available on the 
respondents' respective campuses, they were asked to 
indicate if the would or would not use these services 
were they to become available (see Table 22).
Respondents were satisfied to very satisfied with 
individual academic, personal, and career counseling 
services. Respondents were the least satisfied with job 
placement assistance. As shown in Table 22 over one- 
third of the respondents would use computer tutoring in 
specific content areas and general skill areas if these
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Table 21
Level of Satisfaction with Tutoring and Counseling Services
NS MS S VS
Services # % # % # % # %
Job Place Assistance 34 10.1 37 10.9 42 12.3 40 11.8
Ind. career Counsel 27 8. 41 12.1 59 17.5 77 22.8
Ind. Acad. Counsel 25 7.4 44 12.9 83 24.6 99 29.3
1:1 Tutor Specific 24 7.1 40 11.8 55 16.3 62 18.3
1:1 Tutor General 19 5.5 35 10.4 45 13.3 57 16.9
Grp. Career Counsel 19 5.6 21 6.2 28 8.3 37 11.
Grp. Tutor General 19 5.6 19 5.6 32 9.5 23 6.8
Grp. Tutor Specific 17 5. 21 6.2 28 7.4 25 7.4
Grp. Acad. Counsel 15 4.4 23 6.8 27 8. 36 10.7
Cmptr.Tutor Specific 14 4.1 13 3.9 21 6.2 18 5.3
Grp. Person Counsel 14 4.1 25 7.3 31 9.2 34 10.1
Cmptr.Tutor General 12 3.6 13 3.9 26 7.7 18 5.3
Ind. Person Counsel 10 3. 32 9.4 71 21. 98 29.
KfiK
NS “ Not Satisfied
MS - Moderately Satisfied
S - Satisfied 
VS - Very Satisfied
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Table 22
Students Who Would/Would Not: Use Tutoring and Counseling 
Services if They Were Provided
Services
WU WN NA
# % # % # %
Cmptr. Tutor Specific 130 38.5 31 9.2 111 32.9
Cmptr. Tutor General 119 35.2 38 11.2 112 33.1
Grp. Tutor Specific 108 32. 51 15.1 88 26.
Grp. Tutor General 104 30.8 50 14.8 91 26.9
1:1 Tutor Specific 97 28.7 8 2.4 52 15.2
1:1 Tutor General 96 28.4 20 6. 66 19.5
Job Place Assistance 94 27.9 10 3. 81 24.
Ind. Career Counsel 68 20.1 14 4.1 52 15.4
Ind. Person Counsel 67 19.9 14 4.1 46 13.6
Grp. Career Counsel 63 18.6 76 22.5 94 27.8
Grp. Acad. Counsel 63 18.6 71 21. 103 30.5
Grp. Person Counsel 62 18.3 81 24. 91 27.
Ind. Academic Counsel 48 14.2 5 1.5 34 10.1
Key NS - Not Satisfied S - Satisfied
MS - Moderately Satisfied VS - Very Satisfied
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services were offered on their respective campuses. 
Slightly less than one-third would use group tutoring In 
specific skill areas and general skill areas. Individual 
academic counseling was a service that would be used by 
the least number of respondents. Approximately one-third 
of the respondents indicated computer tutoring in 
specific skill areas and general skill areas did not 
apply to them.
Students' overall satisfaction with services. 
Students (n=338) were asked to indicate their overall 
level of satisfaction with support services offered on 
their respective campuses (see Figure 2). The majority 
of student respondents were either only moderately 
satisfied or satisfied with the support service programs 
offered on their respective campuses.
Research Question 5
What type of attitudinal barriers, if any, do 
students with disabilities perceive as an obstacle to 
academic success and achievement in public postsecondary 
educational institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia?
Student satisfaction with instructional 
accommodations. Students (n=338) were asked to identify 
their level of satisfaction with the willingness of 
faculty to make instructional accommodations based on
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Students' overall satisfaction with support
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the needs of students with disabilities. Table 23 shows 
the instructional accommodations and the respondents' 
level of satisfaction, if the instructional 
accommodations were not available on the respondents' 
respective campuses, they were asked to indicate whether 
they would or would not use these accommodations. Table 
24 indicates the replies of these respondents.
As presented in Table 23, respondents were the most 
satisfied with the willingness of faculty to allow 
different testing procedures bases on the needs of 
students with disabilities. Respondents were least 
satisfied with the willingness of faculty to adapt 
curriculum materials. Table 24 reveals the majority of 
respondents would use alternative assignments based on 
the individual needs of students with disabilities if 
this instructional accommodation was available to them.
Student satisfaction with faculty and peer 
attitudes. Students (n=338) were also provided 
statements related to attitudes that might be expressed 
by faculty and peers and asked to indicate if specific 
events frequently occurred, occasionally occurred, or 
seldom to never occurred (see Table 25),
As shown in Table 25, the majority of respondents
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Table 23
Level of Satisfact-.lon with Instructional Accommodations
NS MS S VS
Accommodation # % # % # % # %
Adapt Curr. Material 51 15.1 46 13.5 63 18.7 41 12.1
Extend Assign.Ddline 48 14.2 54 16. 63 18.7 38 11.2
Alternative Assign. 47 14. 49 14.3 55 16.3 39 11.6
Extend Course Ddline 43 12.7 53 15.7 34 10.1 49 14.5
Different Testing 42 12.4 40 11.8 71 21. 80 23.7
KfiJC
NS - Not Satisfied 
MS - Moderately Satisfied 
S - Satisfied 
VS - Very Satisfied
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Table 24
Students Who Would/Would Not Use Instructional Accommodations
WU WN NA
Accommodations # % # % # %
Alternative Assignments 59 17.5 17 5. 72 21.3
Extend Assign. Deadlines 50 14.8 16 4.7 69 20.4
Extend Course Deadlines 49 14.5 22 6.5 75 22.2
Adapt Curr. Materials 48 14.2 19 5.7 70 20.7
Different Testing 46 13.6 8 2.4 51 15.1
K fi3f
WU - Would Use 
WN - Would Not Use 
NA - Not Applicable
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Table 25
Attitudes of Faculty and Peers
F 0 S
Attitudes # % # % # %
Faculty
Appeared Inconvenienced 48 14.2 97 28.7 193 57.1
Underestimated abilities 47 14. 111 32.8 180 53.2
Treated Less Intelligent 26 7.7 72 21.3 240 71.
Peers
Assumed Lack Social Skills 15 4.4 77 22.8 246 72.8
Underestimated Abilities 15 4.4 107 31.7 216 64
Treated Less Intelligent 12 3.5 59 17.5 267 79.
Key
F - Frequently Occurred 
0 - Occasionally Occurred 
S - Seldom/Never Occurred
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Indicated faculty seldom to never appeared inconvenienced 
when asked to accommodate their (respondents') specific 
needs, underestimated their academic abilities, or 
treated them as though they were less intelligent or as 
though they were children. The majority of respondents 
also indicated their peers seldom to never assumed they 
(respondents) lacked social skills/competence, 
underestimated their academic abilities, or treated them 
as though they were less intelligent or as though they 
were children.
Research Question 6
What type of architectural barriers, if any, do 
students with disabilities experience that interfere with 
daily campus life in postsecondary educational 
institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia?
Student satisfaction with architectural 
accommodations. students (n=338) were asked to indicate 
their level of satisfaction with architectural 
accommodations on their respective campuses. Table 26 
shows the replies of the respondents. If the listed 
architectural accommodations were not available on the 
respective campuses of the respondents, they were asked 
to indicate whether they would or would not use these 
accommodations if they were available (see Table 27).
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Table 26
Satisfaction with CampuR Architectural Accommodations
NS MS S VS
Accommodations # % # % # % # %
Auto. Doors to Bids. 32 9.4 11 3.5 14 4.1 18 5.2
Accessible Cmptr.Lab 32 9.4 41 12.1 77 22.8 69 20.4
Auto Doors to Library 21 6.2 6 1.7 16 4.7 21 6.2
Accessible Rec. Fac. 20 6. 31 9.2 43 12.7 39 11.
Accessible Rstrms. 16 4.6 18 5.3 45 13.3 47 14.
Ramps to Library 16 4.6 6 1.7 23 6.8 36 10.7
Ramps to Buildings 14 4.1 14 4.1 27 8. 29 8.4
Special Parking 12 3.5 21 6.2 27 8. 48 14.2
Elevators in Bids. 10 3. 19 5.6 38 11.2 41 12.1
K£¥
NS - Not Satisfied 
MS - Moderately Satisfied 
S - Satisfied 
VS - Very Satisfied
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Table 27
Students Who Would/Would Mot Use Campus Architectural 
Accommodations
Accommodations
WU WN NA
# % # % # %
Auto. Doors To Library 36 10.7 10 3. 228 67.5
Auto Doors to Buildings 34 10.1 17 5. 222 65.6
Accessible Rec. Fac. 22 11.5 11 3.3 272 80.5
Accessible Computer Lab 18 5.3 2 .6 99 29.3
Special Parking 16 4.6 13 3.9 201 59.5
Elevators in Buildings 10 3. 7 2.1 213 63.
Ramps to Buildings 6 1.8 6 1.8 142 42.
Ramps to Library 4 1.2 6 1.8 247 73.1
Accessible Restrooms 1 .3 8 2.4 203 60.1
Key
WU - Would Use 
WN - Would Not Use 
NA - Not Applicable
As displayed in Table 26, respondents were either 
very satisfied or satisfied with accessibility of 
computer labs to accommodate the needs of the disabled.
An equal number of respondents were very satisfied and 
not satisfied with automatic doors leading into 
libraries. There were more respondents not satisfied 
with automatic doors leading into a sufficient number of 
campus buildings than respondents satisfied with this 
accommodation. Table 27 shows the majority of 
respondents did not feel that campus architectural 
accommodations to meet the needs of the disabled applied 
to them. Of the respondents who did indicate a desire 
for campus architectural accommodations, automatic doors 
leading into libraries and a sufficient number of campus 
buildings were a priority need.
Dormitory architectural accommodations, one hundred 
forty-three respondents were from four-year colleges/ 
universities with dormitory facilities. Table 28 reveals 
the level of satisfaction with the accessibility of the 
dormitories as expressed by these respondents.
Respondents not represented on this table indicated they 
either lived off-campus or the architectural 
accommodations in dormitory facilities did not apply to 
them. Table 28 clearly reveals the majority of
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Table 28
Satisfaction with Dormitory Facilities
NS MS S VS
Accommodations # % # % # % # %
Accessible Dorm Rooms 20 14.5 36 25. 9 6.3 3 2.1
Accessible Dorm Rstrms 17 12.5 30 20.8 15 10.4 4 2.8
Auto. Doors to Dorms 14 10.4 12 8.3 23 16. 16 11.1
Key
NS - Not Satisfied 
MS - Moderately Satisfied 
S - Satisfied 
VS - Very Satisfied
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respondents who reside in campus dormitories and were 
concerned with architectural accommodations were not 
satisfied or were only moderately satisfied with the 
accessibility of these facilities.
Research Question 7 (a)
What are the similarities and/or differences between 
community colleges and four-year colleges/universities 
with and without graduate programs in the Commonwealth of 
Virginia in the area of nature of support service 
programs provided to students with disabilities?
A comparison of services offered by community 
colleges (CC) and four-year colleges/universities with 
and without graduate programs (4YC/U) was completed using 
analysis of variance. There were no significant 
differences between the types of services offered to 
students with disabilities on CC campuses and 4YC/U 
campuses.
Nature of direct services in CC and 4YC/U. The 
administrators who responded to the surveys represented 
CC (n=21) and 4YC/U (n=9). Table 29 presents the various 
types of direct services offered to students with 
disabilities in CC and 4YC/U. All CC offered students 
with disabilities the service of notetakers. The
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Table 29
Nature of Direct Services in CC and 4VC/IJ
CC 4YC/U
<n=21) (n=9)
Direct Services
Notetakers 
Tape Recorders 
Interpreters 
Pre-admission Sharing 
Readers 
Lecture Tapes 
Registration Priority 
Talking Books 
Typing Services 
Large Print Services 
Adaptive Admission Criteria 
Talking Computers 
Campus Orientation (CO)
CO W/Mobility Training 
Adaptive P.E.
Legal Services 
List Off-Campus Housing 
Equipment Repair/Maintenance 
Laptop Computers 
On Campus Transportation 
Braille Typewriters 
Braille Calculators
# % # %
21 100. 8 88.9
20 95.2 8 88.9
16 76.2 7 77.8
16 76.2 8 88.9
15 71.4 6 66.7
12 57.1 5 55.6
13 61.9 9 100
10 47.6 8 88.9
9 42.9 4 44.4
9 42.9 5 55.6
8 38.1 4 44.4
6 28.6 5 55.6
7 33.3 5 55.6
5 23.8 4 44.4
4 19.1 5 55.6
2 9.5 3 33.3
2 9.5 2 22.2
2 9.5 2 22.2
1 4.8 1 11.1
1 4.8 3 33.3
1 4.8 6 66.7
0 2 22.2
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majority of all CC and 4YC/U also offered tape recorders, 
Interpreters, pre-admission information sharing, and 
readers. Adaptive physical education, legal services, a 
list of accessible off-campus housing, equipment repair 
and maintenance, laptop computers, on-campus 
transportation for students with disabilities, and 
braille calculators were offered on only a small number 
of CC and 4YC/U campuses.
Nature of mentoring services in CC and 4YC/tJ.
Support service program administrators indicated if their 
specific programs offered mentoring services to students 
with disabilities for guidance and support. These 
administrators also indicated if clubs, organizations, 
and activities geared specifically to meet the needs of 
the disabled were available on their respective campuses. 
Table 30 features the type and number of mentoring 
services as well as clubs for the disabled offered 
through CC and 4YC/U support service programs. Table 30 
shows mentoring services offered to students with 
disabilities to provide guidance and support were not 
priority services offered in CC. Over half of the 4YC/U 
support service programs did offer students with 
disabilities the mentoring service of being paired with a 
faculty member for guidance and support.
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Table 30
Mature of Mentoring Services Offered in C.C. and 4YC/U
CC 4YC/U
(n=21) (n=9)
Mentoring Services # % # «
Clubs For Disabled 6 28.6 3 33.3
Paired W/Faculty 5 23.5 5 55.6
Paired W/Non-Disabled 4 19.4 4 44.4
Paired W/Disabled 2 9.5 3 33.3
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Mature of tutoring and counseling services in CC and 
4-YC/u. Administrators of CC and 4YC/U support service 
programs identified the different types of tutoring and 
counseling services available either through their 
respective offices or on their campuses (see Table 31). 
The majority of all CC and 4YC/U support service programs 
offered students with disabilities individual career, 
academic, and personal counseling, one-to-one tutoring, 
as well as job placement assistance. Tutoring involving 
groups and computers, and group personal, academic, and 
career counseling were offered but on only a few 
campuses.
Nature of instructional accommodations in CC and 
4YC/H. CC and 4YC/U administrators of support services 
were asked to indicate whether specific instructional 
accommodations to meet the individual needs of students 
with disabilities were allowed on their respective 
campuses (see Table 32). All CC allowed faculty to 
provide alternative assignments and all 4YC/U allowed 
faculty to extend assignment deadlines and provide 
different testing procedures based on the needs of 
students with disabilities. Fewer 4YC/U than CC allowed 
faculty to adapt curriculum material based on the 
specific needs of students with disabilities.
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Table 31
a n H  4Vf!/TT
CC 4YC/U
(n=21) (n=9)
Services # % # %
Individual Career Counseling 20 95.2 9 100
Individual Academic Counseling 20 95.2 8 88.9
Individual Personal Counseling 19 90.5 9 100.
Job Placement Assistance 19 90.5 7 77.8
1:1 Tutoring Content 17 80.9 8 88.9
1:1 Tutoring General 16 76.2 8 88.9
Group Tutoring Content 8 38.1 5 55.6
Group Tutoring General 8 38.1 3 33.3
Computer Tutoring Content 8 38.1 3 33.3
Computer Tutoring General 7 33.3 1 11.1
Group Personal Counseling 7 33.3 5 55.6
Group Academic Counseling 7 33.3 3 33.3
Group Career Counseling 7 33.3 4 44.4
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Table 32
Instructional Accommodations In CC and 4YC/U
C C  4YC/U
(n=21) (n=9)
Accommodations # % # %
Faculty Allowed Alternative 21 100. 7 77.8
Assignments
Faculty Extended Assignment 16 76.2 9 100,
Deadlines
Faculty Allowed Different 15 71.4 9 100.
Testing Procedures
Faculty Adapted Curriculum 11 52.4 5 55.6
Materials
Faculty Extended Course 10 47.6 8 88.9
Completion Deadlines
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Nature of architectural accommodations In CC. and
4YC/U. CC and 4YC/U administrators were asked to 
indicate the specific types of architectural 
accommodations designed to meet the needs of students 
with disabilities available on their respective campuses. 
As shown in Table 33, the majority of CC and 4YC/U had 
special parking areas for students with disabilities and 
accessible restrooms in a sufficient number of buildings 
to accommodate this population. More than half of the CC 
and 4YC/U had ramps to buildings and libraries, and 
elevators in a sufficient number of buildings. Less than 
half of the CC and 4YC/U had automatic doors leading to 
buildings and libraries.
Administrators' evaluation of overall support 
service programs in CC and 4YC/U. Administrators 
representing support service programs on CC (n=21) and 
4YC/U (n=9) were asked to rate their overall support 
service programs provided to students with disabilities 
on their respective campuses. As displayed in Figure 3 
the majority of CC administrators of support service 
programs evaluated their programs as either meeting the 
minimal needs or the majority of needs of students with 
disabilities. The majority of 4YC/U administrators
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Table 33
Architectural Accommodations on CC and 4YC/U Campuses
CC 4YC/U
(n=21) (n=9)
Accommodations # % # %
Special Parking 19 90.5 9 100.
Accessible Rstrms. in Buildings 19 90.5 9 100.
Accessible Computer Labs 18 85.7 6 66.7
Ramps to Buildings 17 81.9 6 66.7
Ramps to Library 13 61.9 8 88.9
Elevators in Buildings 13 61.9 7 77.8
Automatic Doors to Buildings 10 47.6 1 11.1
Automatic Doors to Library 8 31.8 3 33.3
Accessible Rec. Facilities 5 23.8 6 66.7
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Figure 3. A Comparison of CC and 4YC/U administrators' 
evaluation of overall support service programs.
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evaluated their programs as meeting the majority of the 
needs of this population.
Research Question 7 (b)
What are the similarities and/or differences between 
community colleges and four-year colleges/universities 
with and without graduate programs in the Commonwealth of 
Virginia in the area of educational background, training, 
and/or previous work experience of administrators of 
support service programs for the disabled? The results 
of the analysis of variance indicated there were no 
significant differences between the educational 
background, training, and experience of administrators of 
support service programs in CC and 4YC/U.
Educational background of CC and 4YC/IT 
administrators. Administrators of support service 
programs in CC and 4YC/U identified the various types of 
degrees earned and their different fields of study.
Table 34 reveals the highest degrees and fields of study 
for these administrators. The majority of administrators 
for support service programs in 4YC/U had advanced or 
doctoral degrees, whereas the majority of administrators 
for support service programs in CC had master's degrees.
Training and experience, of CC and 4YC/U 
administrators working with individuals with
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Table 34
Support Service Programs
CC 4YC/U
(n=21) (n=9)
Final Degrees Earned # % # %
Bachelors
School Psychology 1 4.5
Masters
Counseling 6 28.6
Education 4 19.
Psychology 2 9.5
Rehabilitation 1 4.5
Higher Education 1 4.5
History 1 4.5 1 11.
Special Education 1 4.5
Rehabilitative Counseling 1 4.5
Advanced
Counseling 1 4.5 2 22.
Education 1 4.5 2 22.
Doctoral
Higher Education 1 11.
Urban Studies 2 22.
Education 1 11.
Special Education 1 4.5
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disabilities. The administrators of CC and 4YC/U support 
service programs were asked to identify their previous 
teaching experience working with individuals with 
disabilities (see Table 35). Approximately one-half of 
the administrators of support service programs in CC and 
4YC/U had no experience teaching individuals with 
disabilities and approximately one-half of the CC and 
4YC/U respondents had experience teaching this 
population.
Background preparation of C C and 4YC/II 
administrators. CC and 4YC/U were asked to indicate if 
they felt their background experience and/or education 
had adequately prepared them for the demands of their 
current positions. As presented in Table 36, two-thirds 
of the 4YC/U responds indicated their educations and/or 
experience had adequately prepared them for the demands 
of their current positions. The majority of respondents 
from CC indicated their education and/or background 
experience had been beneficial but had not adequately 
prepared them for their current positions as 
administrators of support service programs.
The CC and 4YC/U respondents indicated additional 
training either had been or they felt would be beneficial
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Table 35
Years of Experience Teaching Individuals with 
Disabilities by CC and 4YC/TT Administrators
CC 4YC/U
(n=21) (n=9)
Years of Experience # % # %
None 11 53.4 5 55.6
1-5 5 23.8 0
6-10 2 9.5 3 33.3
11-15 3 14,3 0
>15 0 1 11.1
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Table 36
Adequacy of CC and 4YC/II Administrators * Background
Experience, and/or Education
CC 4YC/U
(n=21) (n=9)
Adequacy Level # % # %
Adequately Prepared Them 5 23.8 6 66.7
Helped But Not Adequately 11 52.4 3 33.3
Did Not Prepare Them 5 23.8 0
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given their current roles and responsibilities (see Table 
37). Slightly less than one-half of the 21 CC 
administrators Indicated that conferences and training 
and/or coursework in characteristics of the disabled had 
been the most beneficial to them. 4YC/U administrators 
felt that conferences on rights of the disabled had been 
the most beneficial to them. 4YC/U respondents indicated 
that training and/or coursework in methods to work with 
disabled and curriculum modification would be beneficial 
given the demands of their current positions. Training 
and/or coursework in counseling had been the least 
beneficial to the respondents.
Types of training and awarpnea.g arl-Jvltles provided 
by CC and 4YC/U administrators. CC and 4YC/U 
administrators of support service programs were asked to 
identify their employment status (see Table 38) as well 
as the types of training provided to support service 
personnel (see Table 39). As revealed in Table 38, the 
majority of CC administrators were employed full-time, 
whereas only slightly more than one-half of the 4YC/U 
administrators were employed full-time in their 
positions. Table 39 shows the training for staff. 
Training for over one-half of the 21 CC administrators of 
support service programs consisted of staff development,
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Table 37
Training and/or. Cniirgnwork Which Had Been or Would Be 
Beneficial to CC and 4Vf!/ii Administrators
Training/Coursework
CC
(n=21)
HD WB
4YC/U 
(n=9) 
HD lWB
# % # % # % # %
Conf on Rghts of Disabled 9 42.9 4 19. 2 22.2 3 33.3
Conf on Hghr Education 9 42.9 2 9.5 4 44.4 2 22.2
Characteristics of Dis. 9 42.9 7 33.3 2 22.2 3 33.3
Legal Issues 8 13.1 10 47.6 3 33.3 4 44.4
Staff Development 8 38.1 7 33.3 1 11.1 3 33.3
Methods to Wrk W/Dis. 8 38.1 10 47.6 1 11.1 5 55.6
Curr. Modification 6 28.6 11 52.4 1 11.1 5 55.6
Counseling 2 9.5 2 9.5 1 11.1 1 11.1
Admin. Leadership 0 0 0 1 11.1
Key
HD - Had Been Beneficial 
WB - Would Be Beneficial
145
Table 38
Employment. Status_o£ Administrators In CC and 4YC/U 
Status Frequency Percent
CC (n=21)
Full-Time 19 90.5
Part-Time 2 9.5
4YC/U (n=9)
Full-Time 5 55.6
Part-Time 4 44.6
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Table 39
Training_Provided fonCC-and 4YC/U Support Service Staff
CC 4YC/U
(n=21) (n=9)
Training # % # %
Staff Development/In-Service 12 57.1 2 22.2
Send to Conferences 12 57.1 2 22.2
Available on Individual Basis 10 47.6 6 66.7
No Training Provided 1 4.8 1 11.1
Staff Talks to Disabled to 0 1 11.1
Determine Specific Needs
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in-service meetings, and sending staff to conferences, 
whereas three-fourths of the 4YC/U administrators 
provided training on an individual need basis. Allowing 
the staff to talk to the students with disabilities and 
have them explain their (students') specific needs was 
the least utilized by 4YC/U support service programs.
Administrators of CC and 4YC/U support service 
programs for students with disabilities were asked to 
identify the different types of activities conducted on 
their respective campuses to promote knowledge and 
awareness of the needs of the disabled (see Table 40).
As shown on Table 40 the majority of CC and 4YC/U 
campuses used the distribution of literature to promote 
knowledge and awareness of the disabled. A campus wide 
Awareness Week was the least utilized by CC and 4YC/U 
campuses.
Research Question 7 (c)
What are the similarities and/or differences between 
community colleges and four-year colleges/universities 
with and without graduate programs in the area of types 
of disabling conditions characteristic of students who 
utilize support service programs for the disabled?
There were no significant differences found between 
how students were found eligible for support services,
148
Table 40
Methods to Promote Awareness on CC and 4YC/U Campuses
CC 4YC/U
(n=21) (n=9)
Methods # % # %
Distribution of Literature 19 90.5 8 88.9
Staff Development Meeting 14 66.7 6 66.7
Talked to Student Groups 4 91.1 3 33.3
Campus Awareness Week 1 4.8 4 44.4
No Methods 1 4.8 1 11.1
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who contacted faculty members to discuss specific needs 
of students with disabilities, or types of disabling 
conditions characteristic of students with disabilities 
who attended CC and 4YC/U.
Eligibility for CC and 4YC/U support service 
programs. Administrators of support service programs in 
CC and 4YC/U were asked to indicate how students were 
found eligible for services for the disabled. Table 41 
reveals that over one-half of the CC support service 
programs accepted reports from outside agencies, 
interviews with students, and/or high school records to 
determine eligibility for services for the disabled. 
Reports from outside agencies and high school records 
were also utilized by more than one-half of the 4YC/U 
support services. Intelligence and achievement tests 
administered on campuses were the least used to determine 
eligibility for services for the disabled.
Administrators of support service programs in CC and 
4YC/U were asked to identify the office and/or person 
responsible for talking to faculty, regarding the 
specific needs of students with disabilities assigned to 
their courses. As shown in Table 42, the majority of CC 
administrators indicated it was the responsibility of the
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Table 41
Eligibility for Support Services In CC and 4YC/U
CC 4YC/U
(n=21) (n=9)
Eligibility Tools # % # %
Reports from Outside Agencies 16 76.2 6 66.7
Interviews W/Students 15 71.4 2 22.2
High School Records 13 61.9 5 55.6
Interviews/Reports W/Others 7 33.3 2 22.2
Self Identification 5 23.8 4 44.4
Assessed on Campus 5 23.8 6 66.7
Interviews W/Students 6 28.6 3 33.3
Reports From Others 2 9.5 1 11.1
Achievement Tests 1 4.8 2 22.2
Intelligence Tests 1 4.8 3 33.3
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Table 42
Office/Person Responslble-for Confcacting-EacuLty J.n_CC
and 4YC/U as Indicated by_Admlnlstrators
CC 4YC/U
(n=21) (n=9)
Office/Person # % # %
Support Services Office 14 66.7 5 55.6
Responsibility of students 11 53.4 7 77.8
Department Chairs 5 23.8 1 11.1
Students' Advisors 3 14.3 0
No One 1 4.8 0
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support service office to contact faculty regarding needs 
of specific students with disabilities. Many of these 
administrators indicated it was also the responsibility 
of students with disabilities to talk to faculty members. 
The majority of 4YC/U administrators indicated it was 
primarily a responsibility of the students to talk to 
faculty members regarding specific needs. The students' 
advisors were the least utilized.
Students with disabilities attending CC and 4YC/U 
were also asked to identify the office and/or persons 
they felt were responsible for contacting faculty members 
regarding needs related to specific disabilities (see 
Table 43). The majority of CC and 4YC/U students with 
disabilities indicated it was their responsibility to 
contact faculty members regarding specific needs related 
to their disability.
Disabling conditions in CC and 4YC/U. Students With 
disabilities were asked to identify their primary 
disabling conditions. The responses from CC students 
(n=195) and the responses from 4YC/U students (n=143) are 
shown in Table 44. Most CC and 4YC/U students who 
responded to this investigation were learning disabled. 
Students with orthopedic disabilities represented the 
second largest group in both CC and 4YC/U. The least
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Table 43
Office/Person Responsible for Contacting Faculty In CC 
and 4YC/IT as Indicated by Students
CC 4YC/U
(n=195) (n=143)
Office/Person # % # %
Responsibility of Students 108 55.55 88 61.5
Support service Office 32 16.4 23 16.1
Students1 Advisors 26 13.3 2 1.4
No One 17 8.7 18 15.6
Others (chairs, mentors) 12 6.2 12 8.4
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Table 44
Types of Disabling ConrUtions Characteristic, of CC and
4YC/U Students
CC 4YC/U
(n=195) (n=143)
Disabling Conditions # % # %
Learning Disabled 109 55.9 83 58.
Orthopedically Disabled 34 17.4 26 18.2
Hearing Disabled 15 7.7 7 4.9
Visually Disabled 11 5.6 7 4.9
Other Health Impaired 8 4.1 9 6.3
Multi-Disabled 8 4.1 2 1.4
Other Disabled 7 3.6 9 6.3
Speech Disabled 2 1. 0
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represented in both of these groups were students with 
speech disabilities.
Research Question 7 (d)
What are the similarities and/or differences between 
community colleges and four-year colleges/universities 
with and without graduate programs in the Commonwealth of 
Virginia in the area of level of satisfaction with the 
assistance provided by support service programs for the 
disabled as perceived by students who use these services?
There were no significant differences between 
students attending CC (n=195) and students attending 
4YC/U (n=143) in the area of satisfaction with support 
services.
Biographical Information on CC and 4YC/II students. 
Biographical information related to the respondents 
attending CC (n=195) as well as 4YC/U (n=143) including 
gender, age, enrollment status, class status, degrees 
pursing, and grade average is shown in Table 45. The 
majority of student respondents attending CC and 4YC/U 
were between the ages of 17 and 25, were enrolled full­
time, and maintained a C grade average. There were more 
males attending CC than males attending 4YC/U. There 
were few respondents with disabilities attending CC and 
4YC/U over 35 years of age.
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Table 45
Biographical Information on CC and 4YC/U Students
Biographical information
cc
(n=195)
4YC/U
(n=143)
# % # %
Gender
Males 101 51.8 66 46.2
Females 94 48.2 77 53.8
Age
17-25 117 60. 98 68.5
26-35 46 23.6 29 20.3
>35 32 16.2 16 11.2
Enrollment Status
Full-Time 127 65.1 127 88.9
Part-Time 67 34.4 16 11.1
No Response 1 .5
Class Status
Freshman 70 40. 27 18.8
Sophomore 84 43.1 32 22.4
Junior 16 8.2 37 25.9
Senior 4 2.1 26 18.2
5-Y Senior 1 .5 11 7.7
Masters 0 3 2.1
Advanced 1 .5 5 3.5
Not Classified 11 5.6 2 1.4
Degree Pursuing
Associates 152 78. 9 6.3
Bachelors 17 8.6 114 79.7
Masters 6 3.1 10 7.
Advanced 5 2.6 4 2.8
Doctoral 0 1 .7
Other 9 4.6 3 2.1
Grade Average
A 28 14.4 13 9.1
B 66 33.8 53 37.1
C 77 39.5 66 46.1
D 14 7.2 10 7.
E 8 4.1 1 .7
No Response 2 .1
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Student satisfaction with direct services In CC and 
4YC/H. students in CC and 4YC/U were asked to indicate 
their level of satisfaction with a variety of services 
that might be offered directly through support service 
programs on their respective campuses. These direct 
services ranged from notetakers to adaptive equipment 
(see Tables 46 and 47). If the direct services were not 
offered on the students respective campuses they were 
asked to indicate whether they would or would not use 
these direct services if they were available (see Tables 
48 and 49).
CC and 4YC/U respondents were the most satisfied 
with adaptive admissions criteria and registration 
priority. In general, the majority of respondents from 
CC were somewhat more satisfied with support services 
than 4YC/U respondents, although the differences between 
the two groups were not significant. Both CC and 4YC/U 
respondents were the least satisfied with braille 
calculators and typewriters, talking book services, large 
print services, and interpreters supplied by support 
service programs.
Tables 48 and 49 shows CC and 4YC/U students with 
disabilities would use free legal services, typing
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Table 46
Level of—Satisfaction W-I th DJ r-pnt Support Sfirvlcea inCC
Services Offered
NS
CC (n= 
MS
= 195) 
S VS
# % # % # % # %
Campus Orientat. (CO) 14 7.1 17 8.6 31 16. 32 16.3
Typing Services 13 6.7 18 9.2 18 10.7 21 29.2
Adapt Admiss. Criteria 12 6.2 16 8.2 19 9.7 37 19.
CO W/Mobility Training 11 5.6 14 7.2 14 7.2 8 4.1
Adaptive P.E. 11 5.6 9 4.6 15 7.7 11 5.6
Notetakers 10 5.1 16 8.2 22 11.2 30 15.4
Laptop Computers 10 5.1 9 4.6 14 7.2 15 7.6
Lecture Tapes 9 4.6 15 7.7 15 7.7 26 13.3
Pre-admiss. Sharing 7 3.6 27 13.9 71 36.4 46 23.6
Registration Priority 6 3.1 18 9.2 31 16. 38 19.5
Equip. Repair/Main. 6 3.1 5 2.6 4 2.1 5 2.6
List Off-Campus House 5 2.6 1 .5 7 3.6 4 2.1
Tape Recorders 5 2.6 8 4.1 26 13.3 30 15.4
Talking Computers 5 2.6 1 .5 3 1.5 12 6.2
Readers 5 2.6 4 2.1 9 4.6 11 5.6
Legal Services 4 2.1 3 1.5 5 2.6 9 4.6
Interpreters 4 2.1 1 2.1 8 4.1 20 10.3
On Campus Transport. 3 1.5 2 1. 7 3.6 4 2.1
Braille Typewriters 3 1.5 0 1 .5 3 1.5
Braille Calculators 3 1.5 0 1 .5 3 1.5
Talking Books 3 1.5 2 1. 11 5.6 13 6.7
Large Print Services 3 1.5 3 1.5 6 3.1 6 3.1
Key NS - Not Satisfied
MS - Moderately Satisfied
S - Satisfied 
VS - Very Satisfied
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Table 47
Level of Satisfaction wlthJDlrect Support Services In 4VC/U
Services Offered
NS
4YC/U
MS
(n=143)
S VS
# % # % # % # %
Pre-admiss. Sharing 21 14.7 15 10.5 30 21. 21 14.7
Registration Priority 20 14. 7 4.8 17 11.9 53 37.1
Adapt Admiss. Criteria 17 11.9 12 8.4 16 11.2 15 10.5
Campus Orient. (CO) 16 11.2 10 7. 12 8.4 7 5.
Notetakers 16 11.2 13 9.1 13 9.1 13 9.1
Typing Services 13 9.1 7 4.9 5 3.5 5 3.5
Laptop Computers 12 7. 9 6.3 9 6.3 6 4.2
Lecture Tapes 10 7. 12 8.4 18 12.6 7 4.9
On Campus Transport. 9 6.3 3 2.1 5 3.5 6 4.2
List Off Campus House 9 6.3 9 6.3 7 4.9 6 4.2
Talking Computers 9 6.3 1 .7 3 2.1 1 .7
Readers 8 5.6 8 5.6 5 3.5 7 4.9
CO W/Mobility Training 8 5.6 5 3.5 6 4.2 6 4.2
Tape Recorders 8 5.6 10 7. 23 16.1 12 8.4
Adaptive P.E. 7 4.9 9 6.3 10 7. 6 4.2
Braille Typewriters 5 3.5 0 3 2.1 1 .7
Braille Calculators 5 3.5 0 2 1.4 1 .7
Talking Books 5 3.5 7 4.9 11 7.7 11 7.7
Legal Services 5 3.5 3 2.1 3 2.1 3 2.1
Equip. Repair/Main. 4 2.8 9 6.3 4 2.8 2 1.4
Interpreters 3 2.1 3 2.1 5 3.5 3 2.1
Large Print Services 3 2.1 3 2.1 7 4.9 0
Key NS - Not Satisfied S - Satisfied
MS - Moderately Satisfied VS - Very Satisfied
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Table 48
Students Who Won Id/Won 1.d Wot Use Direct Support Services 
If They Were Provided In CC
Services
WU
CC (n=195)
WN NA
# % # % # %
Legal Services 76 39. 11 5.6 87 44.6
Laptop Computers 68 34.9 4 2.1 75 38.5
Lecture Tapes 61 31.3 13 6.7 56 28.7
Typing Services 57 29.2 8 4.1 60 30.1
Tape Recorders 48 24.6 13 6.7 65 33.3
Notetakers 47 24.1 14 7.2 56 28.7
Adaptive Admiss. Criteria 42 21.5 10 5.1 59 30.3
Talking Computers 39 20. 14 7.2 121 62.
Campus Orientation (CO) 38 19.4 12 6.2 51 26.4
Registration Priority 33 16.8 6 3.1 63 32.3
Adaptive P.E. 32 16.4 13 6.7 104 53.4
On Campus Transportation 29 14.9 17 8.7 133 68.2
Readers 28 14.4 14 7.2 124 63.5
Talking Books 28 14.4 13 6.7 125 64.1
List Off Campus Housing 23 11.8 9 4.2 146 74.8
Equip. Repair/Main. 24 12.3 9 4.2 142 72.7
Large Print Services 19 9.8 14 7.2 144 73.8
Pre-Admiss. Sharing 17 8.7 4 2.1 23 11.7
CO W/Mobility Training 13 6.7 17 8.7 118 60.5
Interpreters 13 6.7 13 6.7 136 69.6
Braille Typewriters 8 4.1 10 5.1 170 87.3
Braille Calculators 8 4.1 10 5.1 170 87.3
Key WU - Would Use
WU - Would Not Use
NA - Not Applicable
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Table 49
Students Who Would/Would Wot Use Pi rent Support^Servlces
They,,Were Provided ln,-4YC/U
4YC/U (n=143)
WU WN NA
Services # % # % # %
Lecture Tapes
Legal Services
Typing Services
Tape Recorders
Campus Orientation (CO)
Adaptive Admiss. Criteria
Laptop Computers
Notetakers
Talking Computers
Registration Priority
Talking Books
Pre-Admiss. Sharing
Readers
List Off Campus House 
Large Print Services 
On Campus Transportation 
CO W/Mobility Training 
Adaptive P.E.
Interpreters 
Equip. Repair/Main. 
Braille Calculators 
Braille Typewriters
44 30.8 10 7. 42 29.3
43 30.1 10 7. 76 53.1
38 26.6 18 12.6 57 39.8
35 24.5 11 7.7 44 30.7
34 23.7 17 11.9 47 32.8
33 23.1 13 9.1 37 25.8
32 22.4 6 4.2 71 49.6
26 18.1 12 8.4 50 35.
26 18.2 10 7. 93 65.
25 17.5 2 1.4 19 13.3
24 16.8 6 4.1 79 55.2
24 16.8 4 2.8 28 19.5
20 14. 10 7. 85 59.4
18 12.6 4 2.8 90 62.9
18 12.6 7 4.9 105 73.4
16 11.2 7 4.9 97 67.8
15 10.5 14 9.8 89 62.2
13 9.1 8 5.6 90 62.9
13 9.1 10 7. 106 74.1
12 8.4 3 2.1 109 76.2
3 2.1 6 4.1 126 88.1
2 1.4 5 3.5 127 88.8
Key WU - Would Use NA - Not Applicable
WN - Would Not Use
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services, tape recorders, and lecture tapes If these 
services were available on their campuses. More 4YC/U 
respondents would take adaptive physical education 
classes than CC respondents. An equal or almost equal 
number of CC and 4YC/U respondents would utilize the 
services of interpreters as well as large print services. 
Adaptive equipment such as braille typewriters and 
calculators would be used by the smallest number of 
respondents.
Students satisfaction with mentoring services in CC 
and 4YC/TI. CC and 4YC/U students with disabilities were 
asked to identify their level of satisfaction with a 
given list of mentoring services that might be offered on 
their respective campuses. Tables 50 and 51 present 
their replies. If the listed mentoring services were not 
available on the respondents respective campuses they 
were asked to indicate whether they would or would not 
use these services. Tables 52 and 53 show their 
responses.
CC and 4YC/U respondents were the most satisfied 
with the mentoring service which involved being paired 
with a faculty member for guidance and support. The 
majority of CC respondents were either very satisfied or 
satisfied with clubs, organizations, and/or activities
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Table 50
Level of Satisfaction with Mentoring Services In CC
Mentoring Services
NS
CC (n=
S
=195)
MS VS
# % # % # % # %
Paired W/Faculty 10 5.1 21 10.8 32 16.4 41 21.
Clubs For Disabled 9 4.6 9 4.6 16 8.2 13 6.7
Paired W/Disabled 7 3.6 7 4.6 6 3.1 8 4.1
Paired W/Non-Dis. 6 3.1 10 5.1 11 5.6 12 6.2
Key
NS - Not Satisfied 
MS - Moderately Satisfied 
S - Satisfied 
VS - Very Satisfied
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Table 51
Level of Satisfaction w ith Mentoring Services In 4YC/II
Mentoring Services
NS
4YC/U
MS
(n=143)
S VS
# % # % # % # %
Clubs For Disabled 13 9.1 10 7. 11 7.7 6 4.2
Paired W/Disabled 9 6.3 1 2.1 6 4.2 6 4.2
Paired W/Non-Dis. 9 6.3 5 3.5 9 6.3 8 5.6
Paired W/Faculty 9 6.3 8 5.6 21 14.7 23 16.1
Key
NS - Not Satisfied 
MS - Moderately Satisfied 
S - Satisfied 
VS - Very Satisfied
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Table 52
Students Who Would/Would Not Use Mentoring Services In CC
WU
CC (n=195) 
WN NA
Mentoring Services # % # % # %
Clubs For Disabled 87 44.6 18 9.2 43 22.1
Paired W/Disabled 72 36.9 16 8.2 79 40.5
Paired W/Non-Dis. 71 36.4 19 9.8 66 33.8
Paired W/Faculty 61 31.3 2 1. 28 14.4
KfiX
WU - Would Use 
WN - Would Not Use 
NA - Not Applicable
166
Table 53
Students Who .Would/Would Not Use Mentoring Services in 4YH/U
4YC/U (n=143)
WU WN NA
Mentoring # % # % # %
Paired W/Disabled 50 35. 13 9.1 56 39.1
Paired W/Faculty 48 33.6 6 4.2 28 19.5
Clubs For Disabled 47 32.9 18 12.6 38 26.5
Paired W/Non-Disabled 37 25.9 24 16.8 51 35.6
Key
WU - Would Use 
WN - Would Not Use 
NA - Not Applicable
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geared specifically to meet the needs of students with 
disabilities, whereas the majority of 4YC/U respondents 
were either not satisfied or moderately satisfied with 
clubs, organizations, and/or activities designed to meet 
their needs. However, the differences between CC and 
4YC/U were not statistics significant.
As shown in Tables 52 and 53, if mentoring services 
were available on the respondents' campuses, the majority 
of CC students with disabilities would use clubs, 
organizations, and/or activities designed to meet their 
specific needs. The majority of 4YC/U respondents 
indicated they would like to be paired with other 
students with disabilities for guidance and support.
Student satisfaction with tutoring and counseling 
services in CC and 4YC/U. Students with disabilities 
were also asked to indicate their level of satisfaction 
with counseling and tutoring services that might be 
offered on their respective campuses either through the 
support services office or elsewhere on their campuses 
(see Tables 54 and 55). If the listed tutoring and 
counseling services were not available on the respondents 
campuses they were asked to indicate whether they would 
or would not use the services were they to become 
available (see Tables 56 and 57). The majority of CC and
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4YC/U respondents were very satisfied with individual 
academic counseling and individual personal counseling. 
There was an almost equal number of CC and 4YC/U 
respondents who were either very satisfied, satisfied, 
moderately satisfied, and not satisfied with job 
placement assistance.
Tables 56 and 57 revealed the majority of CC and 
4YC/U respondents would use computer tutoring in specific 
content and general skill areas. Individual career, 
personal, and academic counseling would be used by the 
fewest of CC respondents, whereas group career, personal, 
and academic counseling would be used by the fewest of 
4YC/U respondents.
Students1.overall satisfaction services In CC and 
4YC/U. Respondents were also asked to indicate their 
overall levels of satisfaction with total support 
services offered on their respective campuses. Figure 4 
presents the level of satisfaction with the overall CC 
and 4YC/U support services as indicated by the 
respondents. The majority of CC students with 
disabilities who responded to this survey were satisfied 
with the support services offered on their respective 
campuses, whereas the majority of 4YC/U students with
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Table 54
Level of Satisfaction with Tutoring and Counseling Services in 
CC
CC (n=195)
NS MS S VS
Services # % # % # % # %
Job Placement Assist. 22 11.3 22 11.3 27 13.9 25 12.8
Ind. Career Couns. 18 9.2 25 12.8 36 18.5 51 19.7
Ind. Academic Couns. 13 6.7 25 12.8 53 27.2 62 31.8
Grp. Career Couns. 12 6.2 12 6.2 18 9.2 23 11.
Grp. Academic Couns. 10 5.1 13 6.7 18 9.2 23 11.8
1:1 Tutoring Content 9 4.6 27 13.9 38 19.5 47 24.1
1:1 Tutoring General 8 4.1 24 12.3 31 15.9 39 20.
Grp. Tutoring Content 8 4.1 14 7.2 16 8.2 18 9.2
Grp. Tutoring General 8 4.1 15 7.6 18 9.2 19 9.7
Cmptr. Tutoring Content 8 4.1 7 3.6 15 7.7 14 7.2
Grp. Personal Couns. 8 4.1 17 8.7 20 10.3 21 10.8
Cmptr. Tutoring General 7 3.6 8 4.1 18 9.2 14 7.2
Ind. Personal Couns. 6 3.1 22 11.3 44 22.6 63 32.3
Table 55
Level of Satisfaction with Tutoring and Counseling Services In 
4YC/U
NS MS
4YC/U (n=
: s
= 143)
VS
Services # % # % # % # %
1:1 Tutoring Content 15 10.5 13 9.1 17 11.8 15 10.5
Ind. Academic Couns. 12 8.4 19 13.3 30 21. 37 25.9
Job Placement Assist. 12 8.4 15 10.5 15 10.5 15 10.5
1:1 Tutoring General 11 7.7 11 7.7 14 9.8 18 12.6
Grp. Tutoring General 11 7.7 4 2.8 14 9.7 4 2.8
Grp. Tutoring Content 9 6.3 7 4.9 12 8.4 7 4.9
Ind. Career Couns. 9 6.3 16 11.2 23 16.1 26 18.2
Grp. Career Couns. 7 4.9 9 6.3 10 7. 14 9.7
Cmptr. Tutoring Content 6 4.2 6 4.2 6 4.2 4 2.8
Grp. Personal Couns. 6 4.2 8 5.6 11 7.7 13 9.1
Grp. Academic Couns. 5 3.5 10 7. 9 6.3 13 9.1
Cmptr. Tutoring General 5 3.5 5 3.5 8 5.6 4 2.8
Ind. Personal Couns. 4 2.8 10 7. 27 18.9 35 24.5
Key NS - Not Satisfied S - Satisfied
MD - Moderately Satisfied VS - Very Satisfied
Table 56
Students Who Would/Would Hot Use Tutoring and Counseling 
Services if They W p t -p  Provided in CC
Services
CC
WU
(n=195)
WN NA
# % # % # %
Computer Tutoring Content 82 42.1 15 7.7 54 27.6
Computer Tutoring General 75 38.5 19 9.7 54 27.6
Group Tutoring Content 67 34.4 25 12.8 47 24.1
Group Tutoring General 64 32.8 23 11.7 48 24.6
Job Placement Assistance 56 28.6 4 2.1 39 20.
1:1 Tutoring General 55 28.2 10 5.1 28 14.4
1:1 Tutoring Content 46 23.6 6 3.1 22 11.2
Group Career Counseling 43 22.1 38 19.5 49 25.1
Group Personal Counseling 40 20.5 39 20. 50 25.6
Grp, Academic Counseling 40 20.5 34 17.4 57 29.3
Ind. Career Counseling 37 19. 6 3.1 22 11.3
Ind. Personal Counseling 33 16.9 10 5.1 17 8.7
Ind. Academic Counseling 24 12.3 2 1. 16 8.2
Key WU - Would Use WN - Would Not Use NA - Not Applicable
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Table 57
Students Who Would/Would Not Use Tutoring and Counseling 
Services If They Were Provided In 4YC/TI
4YC/U (n=143)
WU WN NA
Services # % # % # %
1:1 Tutoring Content 51 35.7 2 1.4 30 21.
Computer Tutoring Content 48 33.6 16 11.1 57 39.9
Computer Tutoring General 44 30.8 19 13.3 58 40.5
1:1 Tutoring General 41 28.7 10 7. 38 26.5
Group Tutoring Content 41 28.7 26 18.2 41 28.6
Group Tutoring General 40 28. 27 18.9 43 30.1
Job Placement Assistance 38 26.5 6 4.2 42 29.3
Ind. Personal Counseling 34 23.8 4 2.8 29 20.2
Ind. Career Counseling 31 21.6 8 5.6 30 21.
Ind. Academic Counseling 24 16.8 3 2.1 18 12.5
Group Academic Counseling 23 16.1 37 25.8 46 32.2
Group Personal Counseling 22 15.4 42 29.4 41 28.6
Group Career Counseling 20 14. 38 26.6 45 31.5
Key WU - Would Use WN -Would Not Use NA - Not Applicable
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0  NOT SATISFIED 
S  MOD. SATISFIED 
0  SATISFIED 
0  VERY SATISFIED
F i g u r e  4. A comparison of CC and 4YC/U students' levels 
of satisfaction with support services.
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disabilities were only moderately satisfied with the 
support services offered on their respective campuses. 
These differences, however, were not statistically 
significantly.
Research-Questlpn .7 (e).
What are the similarities and/or differences between 
community colleges and four-year colleges/universities 
with and without graduate programs in the Commonwealth of 
Virginia in the area of type of attitudinal barriers, if 
any, students with disabilities perceive as an obstacle 
to academic success and achievement?
There were no significant differences between CC 
respondents with disabilities and respondents with 
disabilities representing 4YC/U in the area of 
attitudinal barriers which might cause distress.
Student satisfaction with Instructional 
accommodations in CC and 4YC/U. Tables 58 and 59 show 
the replies of CC and 4YC/U respondents when they were 
asked to indicate their level of satisfaction with the 
willingness of faculty to make instructional 
accommodations based on the specific needs of students 
with disabilities, if the instructional accommodations 
were not available on the respondents respective
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campuses, they were asked to indicate if they would or 
would not use these accommodations (Table 60 and 61).
Tables 58 and 59 show the majority of CC and 4YC/U 
respondents were very satisfied and satisfied with the 
willingness of faculty to provide alternative testing 
procedures based on the needs of students with 
disabilities. There were more CC respondents not 
satisfied than very satisfied with the willingness of 
faculty to extend course deadlines and assignment 
deadlines. There were more 4YC/U respondents not 
satisfied than satisfied with the willingness of faculty 
to adapt curriculum materials, extend course and 
assignment deadlines, and provide alternative assignments 
based on the specific needs of students with 
disabilities.
Tables 60 and 61 show the majority of CC and 4YC/U 
respondents would use instructional accommodations of 
alternative assignments if it were offered on their 
campuses.
Students.satisfaction with faculty and peer attitudes 
in cc and 4YC/TT. Students were also provided statements 
related to attitudes that might be expressed by faculty 
and peers and asked to indicated if these events 
frequently occurred,’occasionally occurred, or seldom to
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Table 58
Level .of Satisfaction with Instructional Accommodations In CC!
CC (n=195)
NS MS S VS
Accommodations # % # % # % # %
Extend Course Ddline 36 18.5 32 16.4 36 18.5 24 12.3
Extend Assign.Ddline 28 14.3 34 18. 36 18.5 24 12.
Adapt Curr. Material 24 12.3 29 14.9 42 22.6 30 15.4
Different Testing 23 11.8 18 9.2 49 25.1 49 25.1
Alternative Assign. 22 11.2 29 14.9 37 19. 28 14.4
KfiX
NS - Not Satisfied 
MS - Moderately Satisfied 
S - Satisfied 
VS - Very Satisfied
Table 59
Level.of_Satlsfaction with Instructional Accommodations In 
,4YGZU
NS
4YC/U (n= 
MS
=143)
S VS
Accommodations # % # % # % # %
Adapt Curr. Material 27 18.9 17 11.9 19 13.3 11 7.7
Extend Course Ddline 26 18.2 11 7.7 17 11.9 10 7.
Alternative Assign. 25 17.5 20 14. 18 12.6 11 7.7
Extend Assign. Ddline 20 14. 19 13.3 27 18.9 10 7.
Different Testing 19 13.3 23 15.4 22 15.4 31 21.7
Key
NS - Not Satisfied 
MS - Moderately Satisfied 
S - Satisfied 
VS - Very Satisfied
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Table 60
Student a Who Won Id/Won Id Not Use Instructional
Accommodations in. CC
Accommodations
WU
CC (n=195) 
WN NA
# % # % # %
Alternative Assign. 28 14.4 10 5.1 41 21.
Different Testing 24 12.3 5 2.6 27 13.9
Adapt Curr. Material 22 11.3 10 5.1 36 18.4
Extend Assign. Ddline 22 11.3 8 4.1 38 19.4
Extend Course Ddline 22 11.3 10 5.1 35 18.
Key
WU - Would Use 
WN - Would Not Use 
NA - Not Applicable
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Table 61
Students Who Would/Would Not Use Instructional
Accommodations in 4YC/TJ
Accommodations
WU
4YC/U (n=143)
WN NA
# % # % # %
Alternative Assign. 31 21.7 7 4.8 31 21.7
Extend Assign. Ddline 28 19.6 8 5.6 31 21.6
Extend Course Ddline 27 18.8 12 8.4 40 28.
Adapt Curr. Material 26 18.2 9 6.3 34 23.7
Different Testing 22 15.4 3 2.1 24 16.8
Key
WU - Would Use 
WN - Would Not Use 
NA - Not Applicable
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never occurred (see Tables 62 and 63). The majority of 
CC and 4YC/U respondents seldom to never experienced 
negative attitudes expressed by faculty or non-disabled 
peers. There were more 4YC/U respondents who felt 
faculty and non-disabled peers frequently and 
occasionally expressed negative attitudes than CC 
respondents.
Research Question_7 ff)
What are the similarities and/or differences between 
community colleges and four-year colleges/universities 
with and without graduate programs in the Commonwealth of 
Virginia in the area of type of architectural barriers, 
if any, students with disabilities experience that 
interferes with daily campus life?
There were no significant differences between CC 
respondents and 4YC/U respondents in the area of level 
of satisfaction with architectural accommodations for 
students with disabilities.
Student satisfaction with architectural 
accommodations in CC and 4YC/U. Respondents from 4YC/U 
and respondents from CC were asked to indicate their 
level of satisfaction with the architectural 
accommodations on their respective campuses (see Table 64 
and Table 65). If the listed architectural
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accommodations were not available on their respective 
campuses, the respondents were asked to indicate whether 
they would or would not use these accommodations (see 
Tables 66 and 67).
The majority of CC and 4YC/U respondents were either 
very satisfied or satisfied with the architectural 
accommodations available on .their respective campuses. 
There were almost equal numbers of CC and 4YC/U 
respondents not satisfied with the accessibility of 
computer labs and automatic doors leading into a 
sufficient number of campus buildings. More CC 
respondents were not satisfied with the automatic doors 
leading into libraries than 4YC/U respondents.
Tables 66 and 67 show automatic doors leading into a 
sufficient number of buildings and automatic doors 
leading into libraries were priority architectural needs, 
expressed by CC and 4YC/U respondents. Ramps to 
buildings and libraries as well as accessible restrooms 
would be used by the least number of CC and 4YC/U 
respondents with disabilities.
Summary
Public college and university administrators of 
support service programs as well as students with 
disabilities utilizing the services of these programs
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Table 62
Attitudes of Faculty and Peers in CC
CC (n=195)
F 0 S
Attitudes # % # % # %
Faculty
Underestimated Abilities 25 12.8 65 33.3 105 53.9
Appeared inconvenienced 21 10.8 57 29.2 117 60.
Treated Less Intelligent 9 4.6 48 24.6 138 70.8
Peers
Underestimated Abilities 8 4.1 64 32.8 123 63.1
Assumed Lack of Social Skills 5 2.5 50 25.7 140 71.8
Treated Less Intelligent 5 2.5 37 19. 153 78.5
Kfijf
F - Frequently Occurred 
0 - Occasionally Occurred 
S - Seldom/Never Occurred
183
Table 63
Attitudes jQf Faculty and Staff In 4YC/U
F
4YC/U
0
(n=143)
S
Accommodations # % # % # %
Faculty
Appeared Inconvenienced 27 18.8 40 28. 76 53.2
Underestimated Abilities 22 15.4 44 31.5 75 53.
Treated Less Intelligent 17 11.9 24 16.8 102 71.3
Peers
Assumed Lack of Social Skills 12 8.4 25 17.5 106 74.1
Underestimated Abilities 8 5.7 42 29.3 93 65.
Treated Less Intelligent 7 4.9 22 15.4 114 79.7
Key
F - Frequently Occurred 
0 - Occasionally Occurred 
S - Seldom/Never Occurred
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Table 64
Satisfaction with Tampus Archjtectural Accommodations In CC
Accommodations
NS
CC (n- 
MS
195)
S VS
# % # % # % # %
Accessible Cmptr. Labs 17 8.7 17 13.9 47 24.1 45 23.1
Auto. Doors to Bids. 15 7.7 7 3.6 14 7.2 16 8.2
Auto. Doors to Library 13 6.7 3 1.5 12 6.2 12 6.2
Accessible Restrooms 10 5.1 12 6.2 30 15.4 29 14.9
Ramps to Library 8 4.1 4 2.1 10 5.1 20 10.2
Ramps to Buildings 7 3.6 7 3.6 13 6.6 19 9.8
Elevators in Bids. 7 3.6 7 3.6 16 8.2 28 14.4
Accessible Rec. Fac. 7 3.6 19 9.8 24 12.3 24 12.3
Special Parking 3 1.5 10 7.7 15 7.7 34 17.4
Key
NS - Not Satisfied 
MS - Moderately Satisfied 
S - Satisfied 
VS - Very Satisfied
Table 65
Satisfaction with Campus Architectural Accommodations in 4Yr/II
4YC/U (n=143)
NS MS S VS
Accommodations # % # % # % # %
Auto. Doors to Bids. 17 11.9 4 2.8 0 2 1.4
Accessible Cmptr. Labs 15 10.5 14 9.8 30 21. 24 16.7
Accessible Rec. Fac. 13 9.1 12 8.4 19 13.3 15 10.5
Special Parking 9 6.3 11 7.7 12 8.4 14 9.8
Ramps to Library 8 5.6 2 1.4 13 9.1 16 11.2
Auto. Doors to Library 8 5.6 3 2.1 4 2.8 9 6.3
Ramps to Buildings 7 4.9 7 4.9 14 9.8 10 7.
Accessible Restrooms 6 4.2 6 4.2 15 10.5 18 12.6
Elevators in Buildings 3 2.1 12 8.4 22 15.4 13 9.1
Key
NS - Not Satisfied 
MS - Moderately Satisfied 
S - Satisfied 
VS - Very Satisfied
Table 66
Students Who Would/Would Not Use Campus Architectural 
Accommodations in CC
WU
CC (n= 
WN
195)
NA
Accommodations # % # % # %
Auto. Doors to Library 21 10.7 7 3.6 127 65.1
Auto. Doors to Bids. 19 9.7 4 2.1 120 61.5
Accessible Rec. Fac. 18 9.2 8 4.1 95 48.7
Accessible Computer Labs 12 6.2 1 .5 46 23.6
Special Parking 11 5.7 9 4.6 113 58.
Elevators in Buildings 6 3.1 5 2.6 126 64.5
Ramps to Buildings 5 2.6 5 2.6 139 71.2
Ramps to Library 4 2.1 5 2.6 144 73.8
Accessible Restrooms 1 .5 6 3.1 107 54.8
Key
WU - Would Use 
WN - Would Not Use 
NA - Not Applicable
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Table 67
Students. Who_Would/Would Mot Use Campus Architectural 
AccQtmuQda.tJ.Qna in  4YC/U
Accommodation
WU
4YC/U (n= 
WN
143)
NA
# % # % # %
Auto. Doors to Library 15 10.5 3 2.1 101 70.5
Auto. Doors to Bids. 15 10.5 3 2.1 102 71.3
Accessible Computer Labs 6 4.2 1 .7 53 37.1
Special Parking 5 3.5 4 2.8 88 61.5
Elevators in Buildings 4 2.8 2 1.4 87 60.9
Accessible Rec. Fac. 4 2.8 3 2.1 77 39.1
Ramps to Building 1 .7 1 .7 103 72.
Accessible Restrooms 0 2 9.7 63 43.8
Ramps to Library 0 1 .7 103 72.
Key
WU - Would Use 
WN - Would Not Use 
NA - Not Applicable
were surveyed. The main purpose of surveying the 
administrators of support service programs was to 
identify the nature of services provided to students with 
disabilities. The main purpose of surveying students 
with disabilities was to ascertain their level of 
satisfaction with the support services provided to them 
on their respective campuses. A total of 21 (70%) 
community college and nine (30%) four-year college/ 
university administrators of support service programs 
responded to this study. One hundred ninety-five (57.3%) 
community college and 143 (42.7%) four-year college/ 
university students with disabilities also responded to 
this study. Responses were analyzed using measures of 
central tendency and analysis of variance.
Chapter IV has presented the results obtained from 
the participants. Community college and four-year 
college/university responses were pooled to answer the 
first six specific research questions. To answer the 
seventh specific research question replies received from 
community college and four-year college/university 
administrators of support service programs and students 
with disabilities using these services were compared for 
similarities and/or differences. No significant 
differences were found in areas between CC and 4YC/U.
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION
In Chapter V are provided a review of the purpose of 
this study, the literature related to college/university 
support service programs for the disabled, the research 
questions investigated, and the methodology utilized.
Also discussed in this chapter are conclusions drawn from 
the results of the study including comments provided by 
administrators of support service programs for the 
disabled as well as comments from students with 
disabilities who utilize these support services.
Finally, implications for practice and recommendations 
for further research are offered.
Summary of the Problem and Study 
The focus of this study was an analysis of public 
college/university support service programs in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia for students with disabilities. 
The passage of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Public Law 
93-112 with its accompanying 504 regulation, as well as 
the passage of The Education for All Handicapped Children 
Act in 1975, Public Law 94-142, allowed individuals with 
disabilities greater access to postsecondary educational 
institutions. Public Law 94-142 set the standards for
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guaranteeing students with disabilities a quality public 
elementary and secondary education at no expense to 
parents. Accessibility to programs and activities is 
guaranteed to all individuals with disabilities attending 
public postsecondary educational institutions receiving 
federal funds through the passage of Public Law 93-112 
(Babbitt et al. 1979; Michael et al., 1988; Stone, 1983). 
The increasing number of individuals with disabilities on 
college/ university campuses has not only diversified the 
population, but also has required the development of 
support service programs geared to provide specific 
assistance to students with disabilities (McGuire et al., 
1987; Whyte, 1985). Colleges/universities often publish 
brochures, guidebooks, and other material describing 
support services available to students with disabilities. 
These materials may lack specificity regarding the exact 
nature of services available and are explained from the 
perspective of the postsecondary educational institutions 
(Whyte, 1985).
A review of the literature (e.g. Aksamit et al.,
1987; Barbaro, 1982; Blackburn et al., 1982; Kolstoe,
1978; Long, 1988; Trowbridge et al., 1987) suggests the 
predominate support services available to students with 
disabilities attending postsecondary educational
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Institutions are personal, career, and academic 
counseling, as well as a variety of services ranging from 
notetakers to alternative assignments. Yet, the nature 
of these services is dependent upon the individual 
institutions (Beirne-Smith et al., 1989).
Few studies have been done to discern how students 
with disabilities view support service programs designed 
to provide them assistance (Marion et al., 1983; Stone, 
1983: Vogel, 1982). The literature does imply community 
colleges devote more time and energy to helping and 
assisting students with disabilities than four-year 
colleges/universities (Marion et al., 1983). There also 
appears to be limited data available specifying the types 
of disabilities characteristic of students who utilize 
assistance from support service programs for students 
with disabilities (M. Argineanu, personal communication, 
September 20, 1990).
In addition, attitudinal as well as architectural 
barriers may exist that limit full participation and 
academic success with campus programs and activities for 
students with disabilities (Babbitt et al., 1979; Levy, 
1978; Walker, 1980; Wright, 1984). It appears that many 
times students with disabilities are admitted for 
coursework but, once enrolled, they are required to
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participate on campus and in classes as though non­
disabled. Finally, limited information was available on 
the educational background, training, and/or previous 
work experience of administrators of support service 
programs for students with disabilities (Blosser, 1984). 
The numbers of students with disabilities exercising 
their rights to attend postsecondary educational 
institutions are increasing. With this increase comes a 
need for administrators of support service programs to be 
knowledgeable about the needs related to various 
disabling conditions presented by their students.
Thus, it was the intent of this study to investigate 
these factors related to support services for students 
with disabilities on college campuses. The seven 
specific research questions which guided this study were:
1. What is the nature of support service programs 
provided to students with disabilities attending public 
postsecondary educational institutions in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia?
2. What is the educational background, training, 
and/or previous work experience of administrators of 
support service programs for the disabled in public 
postsecondary educational institutions in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia?
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3. What types of disabling conditions are 
characteristic of students who utilized support service 
programs for the disabled in public postsecondary 
educational institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia?
4. How satisfied with the assistance provided by 
support service programs for the disabled are students 
with disabilities attending public postsecondary 
educational institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia?
5. What type of attitudinal barriers, if any, do 
students with disabilities perceive as an obstacle to 
academic success and achievement in public postsecondary 
educational institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia?
6. What type of architectural barriers, if any, do 
students with disabilities experience that interferes 
with daily campus life in postsecondary educational 
institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia?
7. What are the similarities and/or differences 
between community colleges and four-year colleges/ 
universities with and without graduate programs in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia in the following areas:
(a) the nature of support service programs provided 
to students with disabilities?
(b) the educational background, training, and/or 
previous work experience of administrators of 
support service programs for the disabled?
(c) the types of disabling conditions characteristic 
of students with disabilities who utilize 
support service programs for the disabled?
(d) the level of satisfaction with the assistance 
provided by support service programs for the 
disabled as perceived by the students who use 
these services?
(e) the type of attitudinal barriers, if any, 
students with disabilities perceived as an 
obstacle to academic success and achievement?
(f) the type of architectural barriers, if any, 
students with disabilities experienced that 
interfered with daily campus life?
Two survey instruments (see Appendix B and C) were 
generated to try to answer these seven research 
questions. The survey instruments were developed through 
a series of phases which included (a) reviewing 
literature pertaining to postsecondary educational 
support programs for individuals with disabilities, (b) 
interviewing students with disabilities attending a 
postsecondary educational institution, (c) interviewing
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an administrator of a support service program for 
students with disabilities in a postsecondary educational 
institution, (d) asking members of the dissertation 
committee to evaluate the surveys, and (e) conducting a 
pilot study.
All administrators of CC and 4YC/U in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia indicating they served students 
with disabilities on their campuses (N=42) were asked to 
participate in the study. Of these 42 campuses, 38 
campuses representing 34 public colleges/universities 
agreed to participate. Replies were received from 
administrators and students representing 30 campuses, for 
a return rate of 79%. Of the 30 administrators who 
responded to this survey 21 (70%) represented community 
colleges, 2 (6.7%) represented four-year colleges/ 
universities, and 7 (23.3%) represented four-year 
undergraduate colleges/universities with graduate degree 
programs. The surveys to be completed by students with 
disabilities were distributed by the administrators of 
support service programs. Administrators of support 
service programs were asked to identify a range which 
represented the approximate number of students with 
disabilities being assisted through their support service 
programs. The mid-number of each of the identified
ranges was then determined. Fifteen percent of the mid­
number was chosen as the target number of student 
responses that would be sought from each participating 
campus for inclusion in this study (see Appendix A). All 
surveys included the investigator's telephone number to 
call if assistance was required for completion or to 
clarify information, and included a stamped, self- 
addressed envelope for return. At the end of three 
weeks, a follow-up study was conducted. A total of 338 
student surveys were returned. Of the students with 
disabilities who responded to this survey 194 (57.3%) 
attended community colleges, 37 (11%) attended four-year 
colleges/universities, and 106 (31.4%) attended four-year 
undergraduate colleges/universities with graduate degree 
programs.
The survey instruments distributed to administrators 
asked for educational level and background experience and 
listed a variety of services that might be offered to 
students with disabilities through their offices. 
Administrators were required to indicate which of the 
services listed were provided at their respective 
campuses. The survey instruments for students with 
disabilities contained questions regarding gender, age, 
and enrollment status. The survey instruments for
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students also listed the same services listed on the 
administrators' survey. The students were asked to 
indicate their level of satisfaction with the services 
offered or to indicate if they would use the services 
were they to be offered. Data were analyzed using 
measures of central tendency and analysis of variance.
Conclusions
Research Question 1
Nature of direct services. Over one-half of the 
administrators of support service programs who responded 
to this survey, indicated that notetakers, tape 
recorders, pre-admission information sharing, 
interpreters, registration priority, readers, talking 
book services, and lecture tapes were available to assist 
students with disabilities. On-campus transportation for 
the disabled, a list of accessible off-campus housing, 
free legal services, equipment repair and maintenance, 
and adaptive equipment such as braille typewriters and 
calculators, and laptop computers were offered on less 
than one-fourth of the surveyed campuses.
It appears from the responses of the administrators 
of support service programs that students with 
disabilities have available to them a variety of services 
designed to accommodate their needs. Students with
disabilities who responded to this study verified that 
there was a variety of services available. Yet, the 
services available vary from campus to campus. Of the 22 
specific direct support services listed, only 
approximately one-third were offered on the majority of 
the campuses. Adaptive equipment such as braille 
typewriters, braille calculators, and laptop computers 
were available on only a few of the campuses. This could 
be due to the financial cost and upkeep of this 
equipment, as well as the small number of students who 
would benefit from these adaptive devices. Yet, one must 
also consider the possibility that administrators of 
support service programs are not aware of the types of 
adaptive equipment needed by a minority of students with 
disabilities in order for them to be successful in an 
academic environment.
Nature of mentoring services. Of all the services 
listed, administrators indicated mentoring services to 
provide students with disabilities guidance and support 
were the least offered. Approximately one-third of the 
administrators offered this population the mentoring 
service of being paired with a faculty member. Less than 
one-third of the administrators paired students with 
disabilities with non-disabled students, paired students
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with disabilities with other students with disabilities, 
or provided clubs, organizations, and activities designed 
to meet the needs of students with disabilities. The 
student respondents who had mentoring services available 
to them on their respective campuses were satisfied with 
these services. Approximately one-third of the students 
who responded to this survey indicated they would use 
mentoring services if they were available on their 
respective campuses.
It is difficult to explain why so few administrators 
of support service programs offered students with 
disabilities mentoring services or special clubs, 
organizations, and/or activities. Perhaps administrators 
felt this population would not want undue attention drawn 
to them or there simply was not the time or resources 
available for the administrative aspects of organizing 
mentoring programs and/or special clubs, organizations, 
and/or activities.
Nature of tutoring and counseling services. 
Individual career, academic, and personal counseling, job 
placement assistance and one-to-one tutoring in specific 
content and general skill areas were available in almost 
all support service programs. Tutoring (specific skill 
and general skill areas) involving groups and computers,
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as well as group career, academic, and personal 
counseling were offered in approximately one-third of the 
support service programs. The student respondents who 
had individual as well as group tutoring and counseling 
services available on their campuses were satisfied with 
the majority of these services. Over one-third of the 
student respondents who did not have group tutoring and 
counseling services available to them on their respective 
campuses indicated they would use these services were 
they to become available.
It appears from these data administrators of support 
service programs attempted to meet the specific 
individual tutoring and counseling needs of students with 
disabilities. Also, given the fact that college/ 
university students have different schedules and courses, 
it is easy to understand why group tutoring and 
counseling services were not offered on more campuses. 
Computer tutoring requires financial and personnel 
resources which might explain why only one-third of the 
surveyed support service programs offered this service. 
Nature of Instructional accommodations. Either all 
or the majority of all support service program 
administrators (depending on the item) indicated faculty 
members were allowed to provide different testing
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procedures, extend assignment deadlines, extend course 
deadlines, and provide alternative assignments to meet 
the individual needs of students with disabilities. 
Approximately one-half of the administrators indicated 
faculty adapted curriculum materials to meet the needs of 
this population. Yet, approximately one-third of the 
student respondents indicated that instructional 
accommodations were not available on their respective 
campuses.
Given these data it appears the faculty in the 
surveyed colleges/universities were willing to work with 
and accommodate the needs of students with disabilities, 
as indicated by administrators of support service 
programs. However, college/university faculty selected 
specific course materials they felt would accomplish 
their goals and objectives before students enrolled in 
classes. It is assumed these course materials were not 
arbitrarily selected which would explain why only one- 
half of the administrators indicated that faculty members 
were allowed to adapt curriculum material.
These data do not explain why approximately one- 
third of the students who responded indicated 
instructional accommodations were not available on their 
respective campuses. The majority of all administrators
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of support service programs Indicated faculty were 
allowed to provide instructional accommodations for 
students with disabilities. There appears to be a 
communication problem between the faculty members, the 
support service office, and the students with 
disabilities. It is possible faculty members are unaware 
of the fact that they can provide instructional 
accommodations. It must also be considered that faculty 
members do not want or know how to accommodate the unique 
needs of students with disabilities.
Nature of architectural accommodations. Special 
parking areas and accessible restrooms to accommodate the 
needs of the disabled were available on almost all 
college/university campuses as indicated by the 
responding administrators of support service programs. 
Two-thirds of the administrators indicated their campuses 
had ramps leading to buildings and libraries, accessible 
computer labs, and elevators in a sufficient number of 
buildings to assist students with disabilities, thus, 
were in compliance with Public Law 93-112, section 504 
regulations. Yet, only one-third of the administrators 
indicated their campuses had automatic doors leading to 
buildings and libraries and accessible recreational 
facilities. Automatic doors leading into buildings and
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libraries were also concerns of the students who 
responded to this study. Students concerned about the 
architectural accommodations on their respective campuses 
indicated they were not satisfied with the lack of 
automatic doors. Automatic doors were also the most 
desired architectural accommodations by students with 
disabilities who did not have these accommodations 
available on their respective campuses.
It appears from these data the surveyed colleges/ 
universities were attempting to accommodate the needs of 
students with disabilities. It also seems financial cost 
is the main consideration when providing architectural 
accommodations. Upon examining the costs associated with 
each of the architectural accommodations offered on the 
surveyed campuses, the least expensive is special parking 
areas, whereas the most costly accommodation is 
accessible recreational facilities (Wright, 1984).
Administrators' evaluation of overall support 
service programs. Approximately two-thirds of the 
administrators of support service programs indicated 
their programs met the majority of the needs of students 
with disabilities. Of the student respondents 
approximately two-thirds indicated they were satisfied 
with the support services on their respective campuses.
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One-third of the administrators indicated their support 
service programs met only the minimal needs of this 
population and one respondent indicated his/her program 
did not meet the needs of students with disabilities.
One administrative respondent wrote the challenge 
was not necessarily offering more services, but 
developing more staff time to do a more thorough job of 
the services already provided. Another administrative 
respondent wrote there were many needed improvements, 
including staff development, in-service training for 
staff, testing for learning disabilities, prescriptive 
plans for students with disabilities, and more 
specialized equipment. One respondent summed up the 
major problems encountered by support service program 
administrators in one word "underresourced".
These findings are consistent with the literature 
showing support service programs vary greatly from 
institution to institution (Parks et al., 1987; Vogel, 
1982). Many of the support service programs in this 
study had the basic elements of what Nelson et al.,
(1989) and Shaw et al., (1986) classified as essential 
services (i.e., academic and career counseling, 
assistance in job placement, notetakers, tutors, and 
readers). This researcher did not note a problem with
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colleges/universities accepting students with 
disabilities, but rather with trying to accommodate the 
various needs of this population across programs. These 
findings were also consistent with the literature 
(Beirne-Smith et al., 1989; Cordoni, 1980).
Research Question 2
Educational background. Administrators of support 
service programs responding to this survey had degrees in 
a number of fields, with the majority having master's 
degrees in the fields of counseling and education. Only 
two of the surveyed administrators indicated they had 
degrees in the field of special education.
These data suggest the majority of administrators of 
support services for the disabled had degrees in fields 
of study which would introduce them to various types of 
disabilities. Yet, counseling and educational fields of 
study may not sufficiently prepare or teach people how to 
meet the diverse and individual needs of students with 
disabilities. Of the 30 administrators of support 
service programs, only two (6.6%) had degrees in special 
education. A student respondent reflected his/her 
frustration with this lack of education by administrators 
in his/her description of an academic advisor who was 
supposed to help him/her schedule classes but had no idea
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of the problems associated with head injuries. When 
these problems were explained, the advisor recommended a 
vocational training school. Similar sentiments were 
expresses by other student respondents.
Training and experience working with individuals 
with disabilities. Approximately one-half of the 
respondents had never taught or worked with individuals 
with disabilities. Ensuring students with disabilities 
had access to buildings, campuses, courses, and personnel 
familiar with the needs of this population is the 
responsibility of administrators of support service 
programs. It is difficult to understand how 
administrators of support service programs can ensure the 
needs of this group of students are met, when they 
(administrators) have never worked with individuals with 
disabilities.
Background preparation. Slightly less than one-half 
of the administrators indicated their background 
training, education, and/or experience had helped but had 
not adequately prepared them for their current positions. 
Approximately one-fifth of the respondents did not feel 
their background training, education, and/or experience 
had adequately prepared them for the responsibilities 
associated with their current positions. Approximately
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one-third indicated they felt adequately prepared for the 
demands of their current positions.
These data indicate the majority of administrators 
felt their background and training had either helped but 
not adequately prepared them or had not helped them deal 
with the demands of their current positions. Additional 
training gained by these administrators appeared to make 
the difference.
Approximately one-half of the respondents indicated 
conferences on higher education and conferences on rights 
of the disabled had helped them with the demands of their 
current positions. Training and/or coursework in legal 
issues, characteristics of disabling conditions, staff 
development, and methods to work with the disabled had 
been of benefit to approximately one-third of the 
administrators. A small number of administrators 
indicated training and/or coursework in curriculum 
modification and counseling had been of benefit.
Over one-half of the surveyed administrators 
indicated training and/or coursework in methods to work 
with the disabled, curriculum modification, and/or legal 
issues would be beneficial. Training and/or coursework 
in characteristics of the disabled and staff development 
were desired by one-third of the respondents.
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Conferences on higher education and rights of the 
disabled as well as training and/or coursework in 
counseling and administrative leadership were wanted by 
the fewest administrators.
Lack of an understanding of characteristics of 
disabling conditions, methods of working with this 
population, learning styles, strategies for academic 
program implementation, curriculum modifications, and the 
rights of the disabled make effective administration of 
programs for students with disabilities extremely 
difficult. Six student respondents indicated they felt 
the support service personnel on their campuses were 
"totally clueless" regarding the needs of students with 
disabilities.
Types of training and awareness activities provided. 
The majority of administrators of support service 
programs responding to this survey were employed full­
time and provided a variety of training experience for 
support service staff. Individual meetings, staff 
development workshops, in-service meetings, and allowing 
staff to attend off campus workshops were the most 
predominate types of training provided to support service 
staff as indicated by approximately one-half of the 
respondents.
It appeared the administrators' jobs became more 
difficult when they were employed part-time for this 
position. For example, one respondent wrote he/she was 
frustrated working alone and part-time because he/she was 
not in the office when needed and, given his/her status, 
more could and should be done. Another respondent wrote 
he/she was a counselor, taught classes, advised students, 
and had also been given the responsibility for support 
services for students with disabilities. Similar 
frustrations were expressed by two part-time student 
respondents who indicated the support service offices 
were not open in the evening when they attended classes, 
therefore, they received no assistance. It appears from 
the responses received by administrators and students the 
position (administrator of support service programs) 
requires full-time employees before an attempt can be 
made to meet the needs of students with disabilities. As 
reported previously, administrators had indicated extra 
training and/or coursework had been of benefit to them 
given the demands of their current positions. Yet this 
was the one training activity not provided by any of the 
respondents to their support service staff. Given the 
fact support service staff were employed by institutions 
which specialize in postsecondary educational training.
210
this investigator had difficulty understanding why the 
colleges/universities did not make this appropriate, 
obviously valuable, training available to support service 
personnel.
The majority of the respondents utilized literature 
distributed to staff and faculty and staff development 
workshops to promote awareness of the needs of the 
disabled. This type of activity did not allow for the 
exchange of ideas and concerns between administrators of 
support service programs and faculty responsible for 
teaching this population. A few also talked to student 
groups and had campus-wide Awareness Weeks to promote the 
needs of students with disabilities, which allowed more 
opportunities for interaction.
The concerns of this investigator have been shared 
by others. The literature has shown the major impediment 
to improvement of services for students with disabilities 
on college/university campuses was a shortage of 
qualified personnel to administer these services (Block, 
1985; Blosser, 1985; Smith-Davis et al., 1984).
According to Salend et al., (1985) administrators need to 
be trained and have experience in instructional programs, 
advising, and promoting campus awareness of students with 
disabilities. Support service personnel need training in
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assessment, Implementation, and evaluation to determine 
if the needs of students with disabilities are being met 
(Johnston, 1984; Mellard et al., 1984). Finally, the 
research has indicated having a campus-wide Awareness 
Week was the most effective way to promote awareness and 
needs of the students with disabilities (Levy, 1978; 
Wright, 1984).
Research Question 3
Eligibility. Before students can be found eligible 
for support service programs for the disabled they must 
first be identified as having a disabling condition. The 
majority of support service programs utilized reports 
from high school records to verify the students' 
disabilities. The support service offices also depended 
on interviews, reports from outside agencies, and reports 
from and interviews with parents, faculty members, and 
self-identification from the students. The least 
utilized were on-campus assessments. For those students 
assessed on campuses, a combination of intelligence 
tests, achievement tests, reports from and interviews 
with faculty members, and interviews with the students 
were used. Respondents' comments suggested that lack of 
funding for campus services forced heavy reliance on 
students to obtain outside testing. Since the majority
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of students who could be found eligible and be entitled 
to services for the disabled did not have the finances 
for outside testing, a large number of students who could 
be helped were not. In other cases parents had to pay 
for testing through an outside agency to provide 
verification of disabilities.
These data suggest there are problems regarding the 
assessment of students with suspected disabilities on 
college campuses. It appears the majority of campuses 
did not have the personnel and/or resources to assess 
students on campuses, therefore, there was a heavy 
reliance on interviews with faculty members and self- 
identification by students. Many campuses allowed 
students to identify themselves as being disabled. Given 
this fact, support service assistance could be provided 
to any students who were having a hard time In a 
particular class and were willing to identify themselves 
as disabled. One student respondent wrote there were now 
so many students who said they were learning disabled in 
his/her classes the faculty no longer listened or helped, 
they just assumed it was a "cop-out to get out of work". 
The respondent indicated it was very frustrating for 
him/her because he/she was dyslexic and "really L.Dt".
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Support service offices indicated in the majority of 
cases they contacted individual faculty members to 
discuss specific needs related to students with 
disabilities. These respondents also indicated it was 
the responsibility of the students with disabilities to 
then contact individual faculty members. The students' 
advisors were the least used. The majority of all 
students with disabilities indicated they were the only 
ones who contacted faculty members regarding needs 
related to their disabilities.
A discrepancy, although not significant, existed 
regarding who contacted faculty members about students 
with disabilities and their specific needs in coursework. 
The majority of the students with disabilities indicated 
they contacted faculty members personally, whereas the 
responding administrators indicated their offices 
contacted faculty members.
Disabling conditions. Over one-half of the students 
with disabilities who responded to this survey identified 
themselves as learning disabled. Approximately one-sixth 
of students with disabilities who responded to this 
survey were orthopedically impaired, students with 
visual impairments, multi-impairments, and speech
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impairments represented the smallest numbers of students 
with disabilities.
It was not surprising the majority of students who 
responded identified themselves as learning disabled.
The research substantiates the largest and fastest 
growing population with disabilities in 
colleges/universities is that of individuals with 
learning disabilities (Astin et al., 1986; Salend et al., 
1985; Shaw et al., 1986). The literature also Indicated 
the first step in determining eligibility of this 
population was diagnostic testing to determine specific 
strengths and weaknesses of the students and the 
development of individual academic plans (Beirne-Smith et 
al., 1989; Parks et al., 1987; Rodgers, 1984) all of 
which should come from reliable sources or be conducted 
through the office on campus which would be supplying the 
assistance. This study found this was not being done in 
the majority of public postsecondary educational 
institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia.
Research Question 4
For ease and simplicity in discussing the remainder 
of these data students who indicated they were very 
satisfied and satisfied with support services will be 
referred to as "satisfied" and students who were
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moderately satisfied and not satisfied with support 
services will be referred to as "dissatisfied".
Biographical Information. There was an almost even 
distribution of males and females who responded to this 
survey with the greatest majority being between the ages 
of 17 and 25. Two-thirds were enrolled on a full-time 
basis. Approximately one-half of these respondents were 
pursuing an associate's degree, whereas bachelor's 
degrees were being pursued by the second largest group. 
One-half of the respondents indicated they maintained 
either an A or B grade average, whereas approximately 
one-half of the respondents maintained a C or D grade 
average.
This biographical information is not surprising.
The administrators had the responsibility of distributing 
the students' surveys, therefore, it is assumed they 
would distribute them to the students with disabilities 
with whom they had the most contact, thus, full-time 
students. It is also possible that part-time students 
used or had access to fewer services. The degree status 
is also understandable considering the students were 
either from community colleges or four-year colleges/ 
universities. Students with disabilities who sought 
assistance from support service programs were probably
concerned about grades and maintained self-imposed 
standards. This would explain why the majority of 
students with disabilities who responded to this survey 
indicated they were passing their classes. Yet, there is 
no explanation why the majority of students with 
disabilities who were receiving assistance from support 
service programs maintained only a C average. It could 
possibly be attributed to effort on the part of the 
students, severity of the students' disabilities, the 
students failure to utilize all services available to 
them, lack of training or awareness of support service 
staff and faculty members, or inconsistencies within 
support service programs.
Student satisfaction with direct services. Of the 
students with disabilities who had direct services 
offered through their support service programs, the 
majority were satisfied with pre-admission information 
sharing, registration priority, and the availability of 
tape recorders. The students indicated they were 
dissatisfied with campus orientation and adaptive 
admissions criteria. There were equal numbers of 
students who were dissatisfied and satisfied with braille 
typewriters and the list of accessible off-campus 
housing. More respondents were dissatisfied with campus
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orientation with mobility training, adaptive equipment 
repair and maintenance, and typing services than students 
who were satisfied with these services.
Of the respondents who did not have the listed 
direct services available through their support service 
programs legal services, lecture tapes, and laptop 
computers were indicated to be the most desirable. 
Interpreters, braille typewriters, and braille 
calculators would be used by the fewest respondents if 
these services were available.
These data suggest students with disabilities who 
responded to this survey were basically satisfied with 
the majority of support services offered on their 
campuses. A possible explanation for more dissatisfied 
than satisfied students with the services of campus 
orientation with mobility training and adaptive equipment 
repair and maintenance was because these services were 
designed to meet the needs of a small minority of 
students with disabilities and this minority of students 
was dissatisfied because of a lack of awareness of their 
specific needs by support service staff. This same 
rationale can be applied to interpreters, braille 
typewriters, and braille calculators desired by a few of 
the students with disabilities who did not have these
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specific services. Comments made by some of the 
respondents however, suggested communication problems 
between students with disabilities utilizing direct 
support services and support service programs designed to 
meet the needs of this population existed. For example, 
a respondent indicated that in his/her opinion, the 
biggest problem was the lack of awareness on the part of 
the support service personnel regarding types of services 
available to students with disabilities. Four 
respondents indicated they did not know if the services 
listed on the surveys were offered, since no one had 
informed them of their availability. If the services 
were available, they would use them.
Student satisfaction with mentoring services. Of 
the students with disabilities who had mentoring services 
available to them the majority were the most satisfied 
when paired with a faculty member for guidance and 
support. The only mentoring service where students with 
disabilities were evenly split between being satisfied 
and dissatisfied was pairing with other students with 
disabilities, students who did not have mentoring 
services available on their campuses indicated that 
clubs, organizations, and/or activities designed to meet 
the needs of students with disabilities were the most
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desirable. A student respondent stated college campuses 
needed "groups" which would allow students with 
disabilities to talk about common problems with other 
students with disabilities as well as discuss common 
concerns with faculty and staff.
These data indicated the majority of students with 
disabilities were satisfied with mentoring services 
offered to them for guidance and support. The only 
mentoring services in which respondents indicated they 
were less than satisfied was pairing of students with 
disabilities with other students with disabilities. This 
could be simply a mismatch between students with 
disabilities. Once again communication appears to be a 
problem. For example, a student respondent indicated the 
services offered changed on a weekly or monthly basis. 
Many of the mentoring services which respondents 
indicated they would use if offered on their campuses 
were indicated by other respondents from the same 
campuses to be available.
Student satisfaction with tutoring and counseling 
services, in the area of tutoring and counseling 
services, the majority of the students with disabilities 
who had these services available on their campuses were 
satisfied with all the listed services except group
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career counseling. There were more students dissatisfied 
than satisfied with this service. Computer tutoring and 
group tutoring in specific skill and general skill areas 
were priority needs for students who did not have all the 
listed tutoring and counseling services available on 
their campuses.
According to these data it did not appear as though 
support service programs and/or support service personnel 
were informing students with disabilities of all of the 
services available to them for assistance. More than 
one-fourth of the respondents indicated they would use 
tutoring services if available, yet almost all (83.3%) of 
the responding administrators indicated tutoring was 
available through their respective support service 
programs. Three students who responded wrote stating 
budgets had forced the support services to drop tutors in 
certain subjects (e.g., math, engineering). They 
(students) could not afford tutors, yet tutors were the 
difference between high passing grades and low or failing 
grades - - "what now?".
Students' overall satisfaction with services. 
Approximately two-thirds of the students with 
disabilities indicated they were satisfied with the 
support service programs offered on their campuses. The
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remaining one-third were dissatisfied with the support 
service programs. These data suggest the majority of 
students with disabilities who responded to this survey 
were basically satisfied with the support services 
offered on their campuses in public postsecondary 
educational institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia.
A study completed in 1987 by Trowbridge et al., 
found the average age of students with disabilities on 
college/university campuses was 31.6 years old with the 
majority attending on a full-time basis. The average age 
of the students in this study were younger (17-25), but 
the majority were enrolled as full-time students. This 
study found the majority of student respondents would 
like to have offered to them a variety of tutoring 
services. The literature also shows tutoring was a 
priority with students with disabilities (Long, 1988; 
Trowbridge et al., 1987). A study done by Long in 1988 
suggested students with learning disabilities were the 
least satisfied with support service programs. This 
finding was consistent with this study although the 
investigator discovered the second group least satisfied 
with services were students with orthopedic impairments. 
As with Long's study (1988) the hearing impaired were the 
most satisfied.
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Research Question 5
S t u d e n t s  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  
a c c o m m o d a t i o n s . Students with disabilities who responded 
to this survey were satisfied with the willingness of 
faculty to provided different testing procedures based on 
the needs of the disabled. Almost one-half of the 
respondents were satisfied, whereas the other one-half 
were dissatisfied with the willingness of faculty to 
adapt curriculum materials, extend assignment and course 
deadlines, and provide alternative assignments. Of the 
students who did not have these instructional 
accommodations available to them, the willingness of 
faculty to provide alternative assignments was a 
priority. Two student respondents indicated they did not 
feel the faculty were aware of their (students') true 
abilities and knowledge of the subjects because the 
faculty would not accommodate their needs either through 
alternative assignments and/or testing procedures.
There appears once again, to be a problem with 
communication. Administrators for support service 
programs on the majority of responding campuses indicated 
faculty members were allowed and willing to provide 
alternative instructional accommodations to meet the 
needs of students with disabilities. Yet, approximately
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one-third of the students who replied indicated these 
instructional accommodations were not available on their 
campuses. Over one-third indicated they were 
dissatisfied with the willingness of faculty to make 
instructional accommodations. This confusion could be 
simply that faculty members were not aware they could 
offer instructional accommodations or were not aware of 
the needs of the students with disabilities enrolled in 
their classes. It is also possible that faculty members 
did not have the desire, knowledge, and/or training to 
provide alternative instructional accommodations to 
students with disabilities.
S t u d e n t  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  f a c u l t y  a n d  p e e r  
a t t i t u d e s . Approximately two-thirds of the students with 
disabilities who responded to this survey indicated they 
seldom to never perceived negative attitudes expressed by 
faculty and staff or their non-disabled peers. The 
majority of the remaining one-third of the respondents 
indicated that faculty, staff, and/or non-disabled peers 
occasionally displayed negative attitudes. Students 
rated non-disabled peers as displaying fewer negative 
attitudes than faculty and staff. These data suggest the 
majority of faculty, staff, and non-disabled peers do not
224
display negative attitudes towards students with 
disabilities.
These findings generally contradict the literature 
which clearly suggested students with disabilities may 
feel distress caused by a lack of understanding by others 
(Babbitt et al., 1979; Safilios-Rothschild, 1976). A 
study conducted by Altman in 1981 indicated students with 
disabilities in postsecondary educational institutions 
are seen as different from non-disabled and, because of 
this, continue to be stereotyped. Walker (1980) refers 
to faculty who have negative attitudes as the "rejecters" 
or the "motherers". These types of faculty are unable to 
perceive accurately the students because of the 
presenting disabilities and either completely reject this 
population or do not provide them with accurate feedback. 
Stilwell et al., (1973) found students with disabilities 
were generally admitted to coursework but, once admitted, 
they were required to participate as non-disabled 
students. One respondent wrote sensitivity training was 
needed for the faculty, and it would be nice if the 
faculty would consider reasonable accommodations while 
fair consideration was given to abilities.
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R e s e a r c h . Q u e s t i o n  6
S t u d e n t  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  a r c h i t e c t u r a l  
a c c o m m o d a t i o n s .  The majority of students with 
disabilities who responded to this survey indicated 
architectural accommodations did not apply to them. Of 
the students with disabilities who were concerned with 
architectural accommodations and had them available on 
their respective campuses, the majority were satisfied 
with all of the architectural accommodations available 
except automatic doors leading into a sufficient number 
of buildings. Students with orthopedic disabilities 
which required them to use appliances (wheelchairs, 
crutches) were less satisfied with architectural 
accommodations when compared to the responses of students 
with visual, hearing, or orthopedic disabilities which 
required no appliances. Of the students who did not have 
architectural accommodations available on their 
respective campuses, automatic doors leading into 
libraries as well as a sufficient number of campus 
buildings were priorities. The majority of students with 
disabilities concerned with the accessibility of 
dormitory facilities were dissatisfied with these 
accommodations.
These data suggest colleges/universities were 
attempting to ensure students with disabilities had 
architectural access to campus grounds and buildings.
Yet, students with orthopedic appliances were still being 
denied access to campus grounds and buildings because of 
the lack of architectural accommodations designed for 
their needs. A number of respondents who had orthopedic 
appliances (wheelchairs, crutches) wrote to share their 
concerns. These concerns included (a) the lack of 
accessibility to buildings and classrooms, (b) the high 
placement of water fountains, (c) the accessibility of 
restrooms (d) the accessibility of designated special 
parking areas, (e) the cracks in sidewalks, and (f) the 
poor ground and street drainage. It appears colleges/ 
universities are attempting to meet the architectural 
needs of the majority of students with disabilities, yet 
they appear to have missed meeting the needs of a 
minority of students who need special architectural 
accommodations.
A study completed in 1974 by McBee et al., found a 
major problem with postsecondary educational institutions 
was dealing with topographical and architectural barriers 
to make campus facilities accessible to students with 
disabilities. One of the elements of model college/
university campus support service programs should be 
active programs to improve accessibility and eliminate 
barriers to students with disabilities in the use of 
classrooms, parking areas, recreational areas and 
restrooms (Kolstoe, 1978). The Architectural Barriers 
Act of 1968 specified all buildings under construction 
using federal funds must be made accessible to the 
disabled. This study suggests in 1991 the full meaning 
of this Act is still not understood by all public 
postsecondary educational institutions In the 
Commonwealth of Virginia or the Act is understood but not 
implemented.
R e s e a r c h  Q u e s t i o n  7 ( a  -  f )
There were no significant differences between 
support service programs for students with disabilities 
in community colleges (CC) and four-year colleges/ 
universities (4YC/U) in the following areas: (a) nature 
of support services, (b) educational background, 
training, and/or previous work experience of 
administrators of these services, (c) types of disabling 
conditions characteristic of students who use these 
services, (d) level of satisfaction with support services 
by students who utilize these services, (e) attitudinal 
barriers perceived by students with disabilities, and (f)
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architectural barriers encountered by students with 
disabilities. Even though there were no significant 
differences, a number of observations that may have 
practical significance for students with disabilities 
were made by the investigator.
N a t u r e  o f  s u p p o r t  s e r v i c e s .  A greater percentage of 
CC offered support service programs to students with 
disabilities than 4YC/U. There was a greater variety of 
direct support services available for students with 
disabilities attending CC than for those attending 4YC/U. 
CC support service programs offered more adaptive support 
equipment (tape recorders, talking computers, lecture 
tapes, large print services) to students with 
disabilities than 4YC/U support service programs. There 
were no differences between how students with 
disabilities attending CC and 4YC/U rated their level of 
satisfaction with mentoring services. CC support service 
programs offered a larger variety of comprehensive 
tutoring from one-to-one to computer tutoring then 4YC/U 
support service programs. CC support service programs 
appeared to offer more types of counseling (personal, 
academic, career) then 4YC/U support service programs. 
Students with disabilities from CC were more satisfied 
with tutoring, personal counseling, academic counseling,
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and career counseling than 4YC/U students with 
disabilities.
One-half of the administrators for support service 
programs in CC rated their support service programs as 
meeting the minimal needs of students with disabilities, 
whereas all but one of the administrators of support 
service programs in 4YC/U rated their programs as meeting 
the majority of all needs of students with disabilities. 
Yet, over one-half of the students with disabilities from 
4YC/U were dissatisfied with their support service 
programs, whereas more than one-half of the students with 
disabilities attending CC were satisfied with support 
services.
B a c k g r o u n d ,  t r a i n i n g ,  a n d / o r  . p r e v i o u s  e x p e r i e n c e .  
Administrators of support service programs for students 
with disabilities from CC and 4YC/U had equally varied 
educational backgrounds. But, over twice as many 
administrators for support service programs in CC had 
taught or worked with individuals with disabilities when 
compared to administrators of support service programs in 
4YC/U. The majority of administrators for support 
service programs in CC indicated their background and 
training had helped but had not adequately prepared them 
for the demands of their current positions whereas, the
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majority of administrators for support service programs 
from 4YC/U indicated their background and training had 
prepared them for their current positions.
Administrators for support service programs from CC had 
taken more additional courses and attended more 
conferences than administrators from support service 
programs from 4YC/U.
Administrators for support service programs from CC 
had provided more training for support service personnel 
and allowed more of these personnel to attend conferences 
than administrators for support service programs in 
4YC/U. There were more 4YC/U administrators of support 
service programs who indicated their campuses held 
campus-wide Awareness Weeks to promote the needs of the 
disabled. In all other areas (staff development, 
literature to staff, speaking to student groups) 
administrators of support services for CC had provided 
more activities to promote awareness of the needs of 
students with disabilities. Only one-half of the 
administrators of support service programs from 4YC/U 
were employed on a full-time basis, but almost all of the 
administrators for support service programs in CC were 
employed on a full-time basis.
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Disabling conditions. There were no significant 
differences between administrators of support service 
programs in CC and 4YC/U regarding how students were 
determined eligible for support services. There were 
also no significant differences regarding the types of 
disabling conditions characterized by students who 
attended CC and 4YC/U; the majority in both cases were 
students with learning disabilities. Nor were there any 
notable differences between these two groups in the areas 
of gender, age, or grade average. There were more 
students with disabilities attending on a part-time basis 
in CC.
Stndant. .satisfaction. Students with disabilities 
attending CC appeared to be slightly more satisfied with 
direct, mentoring, tutoring, and counseling support 
services provided to them than students with disabilities 
utilizing support services in 4YC/U. When asked to 
indicate their level of satisfaction with the overall 
support service programs offered on their respective 
campuses CC students indicated they were slightly more 
satisfied than 4YC/U students.
Attitudinal c o n c e r n s . It appeared from the data 
collected from administrators of support service programs 
faculty members in CC were more open to instructional
accommodations for students with disabilities than 
faculty members in 4YC/U. Students with disabilities 
attending CC were also more satisfied with the 
willingness of faculty members to accommodate their 
instructional needs than students with disabilities 
attending 4YC/U. More CC students with disabilities than 
4YC/U students with disabilities indicated faculty 
members and non-disabled peers had a positive attitude 
about their (respondents') academic abilities. CC 
students with disabilities were more satisfied with the 
fact faculty and non-disabled peers did not treat them as 
though they were less intelligent or children and did not 
appear to be inconvenienced when asked to accommodate 
their needs than 4YC/U students with disabilities. 
Although there were differences, these differences were 
not significant.
A r c h i t e c t u r a l  a c c o m m o d a t i o n s . 4YC/U campuses 
appeared to have fewer architectural accommodations for 
students with disabilities when compared to the 
architectural accommodations for students with 
disabilities on CC campuses, students with disabilities 
attending CC also indicated they were more satisfied with 
the architectural accommodations then students with 
disabilities attending 4YC/U.
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These data confirm the findings of a study completed 
in 1983 by Marion et al., which found community colleges 
devoted more time, energy, and resources into meeting the 
needs of students with disabilities then larger four-year 
colleges/universities.
Limitations of the Study
There were a number of limitations encountered in 
the process of implementing this research study which 
should be considered when interpreting these results.
The first limitation of this study involved 
restricting it geographically to public postsecondary 
educational institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia. 
Therefore, care should be exercised in generalizing the 
results to other geographical regions. The second 
limitation encountered in this study was limiting it to a 
collection of surveys.
The third limitation of this study was the lack of 
available reliable and valid instruments, which would 
measure what the investigator wanted measured. Before 
the instruments were distributed the members of the 
dissertation committee helped substantiate the face 
validity of the instruments. A pilot study was conducted 
to determine construction and communication problems, at 
which time the instruments were adjusted as needed. The
234
results of this study are, therefore, subject to further 
validation.
The fourth limitation associated with this 
investigation was the reliance on administrators of 
support services to distribute the student questionnaires 
according to the given procedures. It is possible 
administrators did not adhere to the researcher's 
distribution procedures.
Because this study was limited to the use of survey 
instruments, voluntary in nature, and consisted of a 
sampling of students, the exact nature of services 
provided to students with disabilities and this 
populations' level of satisfaction with these services in 
public community colleges and four-year colleges/ 
universities in the Commonwealth of Virginia is subject 
to further validation. Recognizing these limitations, 
however, the results do provide insight into the nature 
of support service programs offered to students with 
disabilities attending public postsecondary educational 
institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia, as well as 
the level of satisfaction expressed by students with 
disabilities regarding these support service programs.
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Recommendations 
It is a known fact that public institutions of 
higher education are faced with budgetary curtailments 
which could effect access to specialized programs for 
students with disabilities. In light of the findings of 
this study it appears a number of institutions do not 
offer adequate services. This becomes evident when 
approximately one-half of the student respondents were 
either not satisfied or only moderately satisfied with 
support services for students with disabilities. It is 
therefore recommended that high school teachers and 
guidance counselors, parents, students with disabilities 
and administrators of support service programs for 
students with disabilities take a more active role in 
helping students with disabilities prepare for a 
postsecondary education and succeed in this setting.
Teachers with adolescent students with disabilities 
planning to attend colleges/universities in their 
classrooms should help this population to fully 
understand their academic strengths and weaknesses. 
Teachers of this population should also help students 
develop strategies that will compensate for their 
specific disabilities. Teachers have an obligation to
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expose students with disabilities to a variety of 
presentation methods and testing formats.
Guidance counselors should instruct this population 
on how to find resources needed for academic, social, and 
emotional independent survival. Guidance counselors 
should also help this population to rely on their own 
knowledge and resources, accept the possibility of 
failure, and develop independent study and learning 
skills, one administrator of support services stated 
he/she spent too much time explaining to students with 
disabilities that it was not his/her role to hold their 
hands and walk them through every phase of college. This 
administrator also indicated students with disabilities 
needed to learn how to fail with a positive attitude. 
Whether one agrees or disagrees with this, measures need 
to be taken to provide students with disabilities the 
challenges of higher education. This preparation needs 
to begin prior to enrollment in a CC or 4YC/U setting.
Parents of adolescents with disabilities need to 
help their adolescents examine the support service 
programs In various colleges/universities and select the 
one that meets the specific needs of the Individual with 
disabilities. This could be accomplished by parents and 
students with disabilities visiting various campuses,
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talking to administrators of support service programs, 
and talking to students with similar disabilities who are 
currently using these services. Parents should provide 
emotional support and offer encouraging words even if 
their adolescents are not maintaining an A average. 
Parents should let their adolescents learn how to 
function as independent adults while providing words of 
encouragement.
Administrators of support service programs might 
need to examine what specific services are offered and 
then talk to students currently receiving the services to 
better understand their concerns and needs.
Administrators should become more cognizant of what 
students want and need to succeed in public postsecondary 
educational institutions. They might want to examine why 
the majority of students with disabilities receiving 
assistance through their offices are still maintaining a 
C average. Another area that should be closely examined 
is the type of training provided for support service 
staff who are responsible for working with the students 
with disabilities. Administrators of support service 
programs should also investigate and possibly enhance the 
methods used to help faculty members understand how to 
provide alternative instructional techniques or even the
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types of techniques allowed by the college/university.
One student respondent stated the support services 
personnel always assumed they knew what he/she needed, 
but no one bothered to ask the respondent. These 
administrators might want to consider publishing a list 
of specific services offered, who to contact, when to 
contact, and if the services are not offered on the 
campuses, where the students with disabilities can get 
these services. For example, a student respondent wrote 
he/she had no idea what was available on campus for 
students with disabilities as it depended on who was in 
the support services office, what day it was, and many 
times, what time it was.
Areas for Future Research
Based on an extensive search of the literature, 
interviews with students with disabilities, interviews 
with an administrator of a support service program, 
letters from administrators of support service programs, 
letters from students with disabilities, and this 
research study, the following recommendations are 
suggested for further research.
First, it could be determined if administrators for 
support service programs in colleges/universities have a 
written policy or written guidelines for services offered
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to students with disabilities and/or if support service 
programs write individual academic plans for students 
with disabilities. This information might add valuable 
insight into levels of satisfaction of students with 
disabilities and/or if the presence of written guidelines 
and/or individual academic plans makes a difference 
regarding satisfaction and/or academic performance.
Second, faculty could be asked how they feel about 
accommodating the instructional needs of students with 
disabilities. This information might allow the 
researcher to determine if there was a correlation 
between the type of activities support service programs 
use to promote the needs of students with disabilities 
and the faculty members' willingness to provide 
alternative instructional accommodations.
Third, non-disabled students could be questioned 
regarding their attitudes toward students with 
disabilities. This might allow the researcher to 
determine if activities used on campus to promote the 
needs of the disabled had an impact on the attitudes of 
non-disabled students.
Fourth, private colleges/universities could be 
surveyed. This might allow the researcher to determine 
if there are any differences between services provided to
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students with disabilities in public as well as private 
colleges/universities and what those differences might 
be. It might also be of interest to determine if there 
are any differences between levels of satisfaction with 
support service programs by students with disabilities 
attending public versus private colleges/universities.
Fifth, this study involved the use of survey 
instruments. Future research combining survey 
instruments, interviews with students with disabilities, 
and observations of services offered on 
college/university campuses might provide greater 
insight. If this study were to be replicated, a 
triangulation study involving survey instruments, 
interviews, and observations is recommended.
Finally, a small group of students with disabilities 
could be followed from their senior year in high school 
to the end of their first year of college. The 
researcher might gain insight into support services 
promised to students with disabilities as they enter 
college and those actually delivered. By following this 
group of students for one year, the researcher might also 
investigate attitudes of non-disabled peers as well as 
faculty and the impact they have on this group of 
students.
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Summary
Chapter V has presented a brief review of the 
literature, the purposes of this study, the specific 
research questions investigated, and an overview of the 
methodology utilized. This chapter offered a discussion 
of the findings related to each specific research 
question investigated, limitations and implications of 
this study, and recommendations for future research.
The majority of students with disabilities in 
community colleges and four-year colleges/universities in 
the Commonwealth of Virginia was satisfied with the 
services offered to them through support service 
programs. Community college students with disabilities 
were slightly more satisfied with their support service 
programs than students with disabilities attending four- 
year colleges/universities, but the difference between 
the two groups was not significant. This researcher felt 
administrators of support service programs were trying to 
meet the needs of all students with disabilities on their 
respective campuses, but they also indicated they were 
underresourced in the areas of funding, personnel, and 
time.
The title of this dissertation was "A Study of the 
Effectiveness of Support Service Programs for Students
with Disabilities in the Commonwealth of Virginia: Do
They Offer What They Purport To Offer?" In the opinion 
of this researcher, based on the findings of this 
investigation, the answer to this question is a qualified 
"yes." Administrators of support service programs on 30 
public college/university campuses identified a variety 
of support services offered to students with disabilities 
and students with disabilities on these 30 campuses 
substantiated the support services were offered. The 
majority of students with disabilities who responded to 
this study, indicated they were satisfied with these 
support services. However, the serious concerns 
expresses by the minority of students with disabilities 
respnding to this study should not be overlooked.
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Appendix A 
Public Institutions of Higher Education 
Including 1989 Enrollment Data 
In the Commonwealth of Virginia
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Publlc_Postsecondary Educational Institutions In the 
Commonwealth, of -Virginia -
Students With Target
Disabilities Number of
Served on Responses
(Community Colleges. fCCM Enrollment . Campuses____Accepted
Blue Ridge CC 2,514 21-50 5
Central Virginia CC 4,121 1-20 2
Dabney s. Lancaster CC 1,448 1-20 2
Danville CC 10,980 1-20 2
Eastern Shore CC 490 1-20 2
Germanna CC 2,397 21-50 5
J. Sargeant Reynolds CC 10,980 21-50 5
John Tyler CC 5,090 51-75 10
Lord Fairfax CC 2,724 76-100 13
Mountain Empire CC 2,874 1-20 2
New River CC 3,619 176-200 28
Northern Virginia CC 
Alexandria Campus
34,539
21-50 5
Annadale Campus 21-50 5
Loudoun Campus 1-20 2
Manassas Campus 1-20 2
Woodbridge Campus 1-20 2
Patrick Henry CC 1,971 21-50 5
Paul D. Camp CC 1,272 1-20 2
Piedmont Virginia CC 4,245 76-100 13
Rappahannock CC 1,866 No Disabled Students
Southside Virginia CC 2,571 1-20 2
Southwest Virginia CC 5,877 1-20 2
Thomas Nelson CC 7,308 21-50 5
Tidewater CC
Chesapeake Campus
18,349
1-20 2
Portsmouth Campus 1-20 2
Virginia Beach Campus 76-100 13
Virginia Highlands CC 2,180 21-50 5
Virginia Western CC 6,658 126-150 21
Wytheville CC 2,047 21-50 5
TwozYear-CQllega
Richard Bland College 1,169 No Disabled Students
Fo.ur.~Y.sar .or. Mors.. 
Col Leges/Universities
Chistopher Newport College 4,832 1-20 2
Clinch Valley College 1,594 1-20 2
George Mason University 19,747 176-200 28
James Madison University 11,207 101-125 17
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Longwood College 3,142 76-100 13
Mary Washington College 3,533 21-59 5
Norfolk State University 8,288 21-50 5
Old Dominion University 16,239 176-200 28
Radford University 9,555 176-200 28
University of Virginia 20,879 176-200 28
Virginia Commonwealth Univ. 21,391 151-175 25
Virginia Military Inst. 1,312 No Disabled Students
Virginia Polytechnic Inst. 24,926 176-200 28
Virginia State University 4,073 1-20 2
William and Mary 7,542 101-125 17
TOTAL STATE INSTITUTIONS - 39
TOTAL STATE CAMPUSES ------ 45
TOTAL ENROLLMENT PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS -----  287, 624
Mote. From The Virginia Plan for Higher Education 1989 (p. 
15) (1989). Richmond, Virginia: State Council of Higher
Education for Virginia.
Appendix B 
Confidential student Questionnaire
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CQLLEGEyUNIVERSITY SUPPORT SERVICES_FOR STUDENTS WITH HANDICAPS!
CONFIDENTIAL STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
NAME OF COLLEGE/UNIVERSITY_____________________________________
Directions: Please check the statement that represents your
answer to the items listed below. Please check only one 
statement for each of the items.
1. What is your gender?
_____Male
 Female
2. What is your age?
 17-25 years old
 26-35 years old
 36 years or older
3. What is your primary disability?
 Hearing Impaired
 Learning Disabled
 Multiple Handicapped/Impaired
 Orthopedically Impaired
 Other Health impaired: Please specify___________
 Speech Impaired
 Visually Impaired
 Other: Please specify___________________________
4. What type of college do you attend?
 Community college
 Two-year college that is not a community college
 Four-year college/university
 Four-year college/university with graduate school
5. What is your current enrollment status?
Full Time 
Part Time
What is your current classification?
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
5th Year Senior 
Masters
Specialist Degree/Certificate of Advanced Study 
Doctoral
Enrolled but not classified
What degree are you currently pursuing?
 Associate
 Baccalaureate
 Masters
 Specialist Degree/Certificate of Advanced Study
 Doctoral
 None
 Other: Please specify____________________________
What is you current grade point average?
 A range
 B range
 C range
 D range
 I am currently failing the majority of my classes
Who is responsible for contacting your teachers to inform 
them of specific needs you have related to your handicapping 
condition?
______No one contacts my individual teachers
______Support service Office
______Advisor
______I am
______Other: Please specify____________________________
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Directions; Please circle the appropriate number that indicates 
your answer to the following statements.
1 = Frequently
2 = Occasionally
3 = Seldom or Never
10. Because of my disability, faculty and staff
underestimate my academic ability. 1----- 2------3
11. Because of my disability, faculty and staff 
talk to me as if I were less intelligent
or a child. 1----- 2------3
12. Faculty and staff make me feel that
accommodating my needs in the classroom
is inconvenient for them. 1----- 2------3
13. Because of my disability, other students
underestimate my academic ability. 1----- 2------3
14. Because of my disability other students 
talk to me as if I were less intelligent
or a child. 1----- 2------ 3
15. Because of my disability other students 
assume that I lack social skills/
competence. 1----- 2------3
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Directions; The following represents the majority of services 
that might be offered through support services to the handicapped 
on college campuses.
Refer to column 1 if the service listed is offered on your 
campus and you are currently using the service. The numbers 1-4 
represent your current level of satisfaction with these services. 
If you respond to column 1, then disregard column 2.
Refer to column 2 if the service listed is not offered on 
your campus or does not apply to your needs. If you respond to 
column 2, then disregard column 1. The letters Ml would be 
circled if you would use the service were it provided. Letters 
MS would indicate that you would not use the service if it were 
offered. If the service mentioned does_not apply to your needs, 
circle HA.
Respond to only one column per statement and circle only one 
response per statement.
COLUMN 1 = SERVICE LISTED IS OFFERED AND YOU USE THE SERVICE
1 = Not Satisfied
2 = Moderately Satisfied
3 = Satisfied
4 = Very Satisfied
COLUMN 2 = SERVICE LISTED IS NOT OFFERED OR DOES NOT APPLY TO YOU 
WU = Would Use the Service if it Were Offered 
WN = Would Not Use the Service if it Were Offered 
NA = Does Not Apply to Me
COLUMN 1 COLUMN 2
[ ] [ ]
16. Pre-Admission Information 1-- 2---3---4 WU-- WN-- NA
Sharing
17 . Campus Orientation For 1-- 2---3---4 WU-- WN-- NA
Students With Handicaps
18. Campus Orientation With 1-- 2---3---4 WU-- WN-- NA
Mobility Training
19. Adaptive Admissions Criteria 1--2-- 3---4 WU-- WN--NA
(admissions criteria that
takes into consideration 
your specific handicap)
20. On-Campus Transportation 
For Students With Handicaps
1— 2 — 3— 4 WU— WN— NA
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COLUMN 1
21. Special Parking
22. Registration Priority
23. Accessible Dormitory Rooms
24. Accessible Dormitory Restrooms
25. Accessible Restrooms In A 
Sufficient Number Of Campus 
Buildings To Which You Must 
Have Access
26. Ramps On Entrance To Library
27. Ramps On A Sufficient 
Number Of Campus Buildings 
To Which You Must Have 
Access
28. List Of Accessible 
Off-Campus Housing
29. Handicapped Equipment 
Maintenance And Repair Service
30. Automatic Doors In Dormitory
31. Automatic Doors In Library
32. Automatic Doors In A Sufficient
Number of Campus Buildings
To Which You Must Have Access
33. Elevators In A Sufficient 
Number Of Campus Buildings 
To Which You Must Have Access
34. Accessible Computer Labs
35. Accessible Laptop Computers
36. Accessible Recreation 
Facilities
]
— 2— 3— 4
 2---3-- 4
 2---3-- 4
— 2---3--4
— 2— 3— 4
COLUMN 2
WU---WN--NA
WU---WN--NA
WU---WN--NA
WU---WN--NA
WU---WN--NA
-2---3---4 WU---WN--NA
■2---3---4 WU---WN--NA
 2---3 4 WU---WN-- NA
 2---3 4 WU---WN-- NA
 2---3 4 WU---WN-- NA
 2---3 4 WU---WN-- NA
 2---3 4 WU---WN-- NA
— 2— 3— 4 WU— -WN— NA
 2--- 3---4 WU---WN-- NA
— 2— 3— 4 WU— WN— NA 
— 2 —  3— 4 WU WN— NA
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COLUMN 1 COLUMN 2
[----- --—  3 E — --- -- ]
37. Paired With A Handicapped 
Student For Assistance 
And Advice
1-- 2 — -3-— 4 wu— -WN- — NA
38. Paired With A Nonhandicapped 
Student For Assistance 
And Advice
1-- 2 — -3-— 4 wu— -WN-— NA
39. Paired With A Faculty Member 
For Assistance And Advice
1-- 2 — -3-— 4 wu— -WN-— NA
40. Disabled Student Organizations, 
Clubs, Activities
1— 2 — -3-— 4 wu— -WN-— NA
41. Adaptive Physical Education 1— 2 — -3-— 4 wu— -WN-— NA
42. Notetakers
(someone who takes notes 
for you)
1-- 2 — -3-— 4 wu— -WN-— NA
43. Typing Service 1— 2 — -3-— 4 wu— -WN-— NA
44. Lecture Tapes 1— 2 — -3-— 4 wu— -WN-— NA
45. Tape Recorders 1— 2 — -3-— 4 wu— -WN-— NA
46. Interpreters 1— 2 — -3-— 4 wu— “WN-— NA
47. Braille Typewriters 1— 2 — -3-— 4 wu— -WN-— NA
48. Braille Calculators 1— 2 — -3-— 4 wu— -WN-— NA
49. Talking Books !-- 2 — -3-— 4 wu— -WN-— NA
50. Large Print Service 1-- 2 — -3-— 4 wu— -WN-— NA
51. Talking Computers 1-- 2 — -3-— 4 wu— -WN-— NA
52. Readers 1— 2— -3-— 4 wu— -WN-— NA
53. Legal services 1— 2— -3“— 4 wu— -WN-— NA
54. One-To-One Tutoring In 1-- 2— -3-— 4 wu— -WN-— NA
Specific Content
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55. One-To-One Tutoring In 
General Skills Area
56. Group Tutoring In 
Specific Content
57. Group Tutoring In 
General Skills Area
58. Computer Tutoring In 
Specific Content
59. Computer Tutoring In 
General Skills Area
60. Individual Personal Counseling
61. Group Personal Counseling
62. Individual Academic Counseling
63. Group Academic Counseling
64. Individual Career Counseling
65. Group Career Counseling
66. Job Placement Assistance
67. Faculty Adapts Curriculum 
Material
68. Faculty Allows For 
Alternative Assignments
69. Faculty Allows Different 
Testing Procedures
Based On Your Specific Needs
70. Faculty Extends Deadlines 
For Assignments
71. Faculty Allows For 
Extended Course Completion
COLUMN 1
1-- 2-- 3---4
 2--3---4
 2--3---4
— 2— 3— 4
 2-- 3---4
 2-- 3---4
 2-- 3---4
 2-- 3---4
 2-- 3---4
 2-- 3---4
— 2— 3— 4 
—  2— 3— 4 
— 2— 3— 4
— 2— 3— 4
— 2— 3— 4
— 2— 3— 4 
1-- 2---3---4
COLUMN 2
WU---WN--NA
WU---WN--NA
WU— WN--NA
WU---WN--NA
WU— WN— NA
WU—
WU—
WU—
WU—
WU—
wu—
wu—
wu—
-WN—
-WN—
-WN—
-WN—
-WN—
-WN—
-WN—
-WN—
-NA
-NA
-NA
-NA
-NA
-NA
-NA
-NA
WU WN NA
WU WN NA
WU WN NA
WU WN NA
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72. Please rate your overall level of satisfaction with the 
support services offered to the college student with a 
handicap on your campus by circling the appropriate response.
1 = Not Satisfied
2 = Moderately Satisfied
3 = Satisfied
4 = Very Satisfied
73. Please feel free to make any comments regarding this 
questionnaire/survey:
Appendix C 
Confidential Administrator Questionnaire
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COLLEGE/UNIVERSITY SUPPORT SERVICES FOR STUDENTS WITH HANDICAPS; 
CONFIDENTIAL ADMINISTRATOR QUESTIONNAIRE
NAME OF COLLEGE/UNIVERSITY________________________________________
Directions: Please check the statement that represents your
answer to the items listed below. Please check only one answer 
to each question unless directed to do otherwise.
1. Along side the areas listed below indicate degrees received?
(CODE)
B = Baccalaureate 
M = Masters
A = Specialist Degree/Certificate of Advanced Study 
D = Doctorate
______Psychology
______Counseling
______Rehabilitative Services
______Higher Education
______Education
______Special Education
______Other: Please specify____________________________
2 . In your position as administrator/coordinator what is your 
employment status?
______Full Time
______Part Time
3. How many years of experience do you have teaching individuals 
with handicaps?
______None
______1-5 years
______6-10 years
______11-15 years
______16 or more years
4. What age level of students with handicaps did you teach? 
(Check more than one if applicable)
______None
______Pre-School
______Elementary
______Junior High or Middle School
______High School
______Postsecondary
269
5. What type of handicapping conditions did these students 
demonstrate? {Check more than one if applicable)?
______None
______Hearing Impaired
______Learning Disabled
______Multiple Handicapped/Impaired
______Orthopedically Impaired
______Other Health Impaired: Please specify____________
______Speech Impaired
______Visually Impaired
______Other: Please specify____________________________
6. Do you feel that your background experience and/or education 
has adequately prepared you for the demands of serving 
students with handicaps in your current position?
______Yes, Has Adequately Prepared Me
______Has Helped but Not Adequately Prepared Me
______No, Has Not Adequately Prepared Me
7. Do you feel that additional training and/or coursework would 
be (have been) of benefit to you in your current position?
______Yes
______No
8. Place a check ___ in the area(s) that additional training
and/or coursework would be of benefit to you.
Place an x in the area(s) that you have had additional 
training and/or coursework which has (have) been of benefit 
to you.
______None
______Staff Development Workshop(s)
______Conference(s) on higher education
______Conference(s) on rights of the handicapped
______Characteristics of disabling conditions
______Methods of working with the handicapped
______Curriculum modification
______Legal/legislative issues
______Other: Please specify____________________________
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9. In what type of college/university is your support service 
program provided?
______Community college
______Two-year college that is not a community college
______Four-year college/university
______Four-year college/university with Graduate
Program(s)
10. Approximately how many college students with handicaps 
utilize the support service program offered through your 
office?
1-20__________________ _____151-175
'21-50 _____176-200
'51-75 _____201-250
'76-100 _____251-300
"101-125 _____301-350
'126-150 More Than 350
11. How are the students that are served in your program 
identified as being handicapped/eligible for services? 
(Check more than one of applicable)
______Based on high school records prior to admission
______Assessed on campus
______Interviews
______Reports from outside agencies
______Other: Please specify____________________________
12. What assessment tools are used at your college/university 
to identify a handicapping condition? (Check more than one 
if applicable)
None
Intelligence Tests 
Achievement Tests 
"interviews
Other: Please specify
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13. What type of training do you provide for support service 
personnel who work directly with the handicapped? 
(interpreters, readers, counselors, etc.)
______None
______Free relevant courses on campus
______Staff Development Meetings/In-Service Training
______Available on an individual basis
______Send to conferences
______Other: Please specify____________________________
14. What type of activities do you utilize to promote awareness 
of the needs of the handicapped on the college campus?
______None
______Staff Development Meetings/In-Service Training
______Special Awareness Week Activities
______Literature to faculty (press releases/brochures)
______Other: Please specify____________________________
15. Who is responsible for contacting a student with a handicap 
teachers to inform them of specific needs related to the 
student's handicapping condition?
______No one contacts individual teachers
______Support Services Office
______The student with the handicap
______The student's advisor
______Other: Please specify_____________________________
Directions: The following represents the majority of services
that might be offered through support services to the handicapped 
on college campuses. Please check the services that are 
currently available to students with disabilities at your 
college/ university.
16. _______ Pre-Admission Information Sharing
17. _______ Campus Orientation For Students With Handicaps
18. _______ Campus Orientation With Mobility Training
19. _______ Adaptive Admissions Criteria
(admissions criteria that takes into consideration 
a student's specific handicap)
On-Campus Transportation For Students With Handicaps
Special Parking
Registration Priority
Accessible Dormitory Rooms
Accessible Dormitory Restrooms
Accessible Restrooms In A Sufficient Number 
Of Campus Buildings To Which Students with 
Handicaps Must Have Access
Ramps On Entrance To Library
Ramps On A Sufficient Number Of Campus Buildings 
To Which Students With Handicaps Must Have Access
List Of Accessible Off-Campus Housing
Handicapped Equipment Maintenance And Repair Service
Automatic Doors In Dormitory
Automatic Doors In Library
Automatic Doors In A Sufficient Number Of Campus 
Buildings To Which Students With Handicaps Must Have 
Access
Elevators In A Sufficient Number Of Campus Buildings 
To Which Students With Handicaps Must Have Access
Accessible Computer Labs
Accessible Laptop Computers
Accessible Recreation Facilities
Paired With A Handicapped Student For Assistance And 
Advice
Paired With A Non-handicapped Student For 
Assistance And Advice
Paired With A Faculty Member For Assistance And 
Advice
Disabled Student Organizations, Clubs, Activities
Adaptive Physical Education
Notetakers (someone to take notes for the 
disabled)
Typing Service
Lecture Tapes
Tape Recorders
Interpreters
Braille Typewriters
Braille Calculators
Talking Books
Large Print Service
Talking Computers
Readers
Legal Services
One-To-One Tutoring In Specific Content 
One-To-One Tutoring In General Skills Area 
Group Tutoring In Specific Content 
Group Tutoring In General Skills Area 
Computer Tutoring In Specific Content 
Computer Tutoring In General Skills Area 
Individual Personal Counseling 
Group Personal Counseling 
Individual Academic Counseling 
Group Academic Counseling
274
64. _______ Individual Career Counseling
65. _______ Group Career Counseling
66. _______ Job Placement Assistance
67. _______ Faculty Adapts Curriculum Material
68. _______ Faculty Allows For Alternative Assignments
69. _______ Faculty Allows Different Testing Procedures
(based on specific needs of students with handicaps)
70. _______ Faculty Extends Deadlines For Assignments
71. _______ Faculty Allows For Extended Course Completion
72. Please rate the overall support service program provided to 
students with handicaps in your respective college by 
circling the appropriate response.
1 = Services provided do not meet needs
2 = Services provided meet minimal needs
3 = Services provided meet the majority of needs
4 = Services provided meet all needs
73. Please feel free to make any comments relevant to your 
services to students with handicaps or the content of this 
questionnaire/survey:
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Appendix D 
Letter to Director/Coordinator of 
Programs Thanking Them for
Support Services 
Participating
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Betty Jo Buck 
Doctoral Assistant 
3064 Cape Henry Court 
Virginia Beach, Virginia
23451
Director/Coordinator of Support Services for the Handicapped
I would like to thank you for participating in the study of 
support services for students with handicaps in postsecondary 
educational institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia. As you know 
the purpose of the study is to identify the types of support services 
provided to students with handicaps, the students' level of 
satisfaction with these services, the types of support services 
students would like to have, and the types of handicaps characteristic 
of students who use support services. It is anticipated that the 
results of this study will assist colleges/universities in the 
Commonwealth of Virginia to determine the specific strengths and 
weaknesses of support services for students with handicaps, types of 
support services students with handicaps would like to have, as well 
as plan for the present and future needs of this population.
Your response and the responses of students currently enrolled, 
identified as handicapped and receiving support services on your 
campus will be needed to complete this study. Attached is your survey 
and enclosed are the requested number of students' surveys. It will 
be appreciated if you complete your survey before April 20f 1991 and 
return it in the stamped addressed envelope provided. It would also 
be appreciated if the students' surveys could be distributed as soon 
as possible. Other phases of this research cannot be carried out 
until all surveys are completed and returned. I welcome any comments 
or concerns you might have regarding this study. Your responses will 
be held in the strictest confidence.
I will be pleased to send you a summary of the findings. If you 
would be interested in obtaining this information, please place a
check here. ______ If you have any specific questions regarding this
survey I can be reached at (804) 221-2360 on Monday through Thursday, 
and at (804) 481-4631 or (919) 441-3902 Friday through Sunday. Please 
call collect. I look forward to receiving your completed survey.
Sincerely,
Betty Jo Buck
Doctoral Assistant
College of William and Mary
Appendix E
Letter To Students Requesting Participation
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Betty Jo Buck 
Doctoral Assistant 
3064 Cape Henry Court 
Virginia Beach, Virginia
23451
Dear Student,
HELP! I am a student attending the College of William and Mary.
I am in the process of writing my dissertation and I need your 
assistance. Please be aware that I am asking for voluntary assistance 
and all information is strictly confidential. You are not required to 
send me your name, address, or any other information that would lead 
to your identity.
I am conducting a study on support services for students with 
disabilities who are attending postsecondary educational institutions 
in the Commonwealth of Virginia. The purpose of my study is to 
identify the specific types of support services offered on your 
campus, your level of satisfaction with those services, services that 
you would like to see offered, and the types of disabilities 
characteristic of students who use support service programs. The 
director/coordinator of support services at your college has completed 
a survey identifying the types of services offered on your campus, but 
only you can tell me how you feel about the services. It is 
anticipated that the results of the surveys will assist colleges/ 
universities to determine specific strengths and weaknesses of support 
services, help ensure that services you are currently receiving are 
available for future students, as well as plan for the present and 
future needs of college/university students with disabilities.
Your responses are needed to complete this study. Only those 
students with disabilities that use support services can identify if 
their needs are being meet and possible services that are needed. At 
first glance this survey appears long and your first thoughts might be 
"great this is something else I have to do" but it can be completed In 
approximately 20 minutes. Listed below are three phone numbers where 
I can be contacted if there are questions or assistance is needed 
completing the survey.
Please help me by completing the survey before APRIL 20, 1991 and 
returning it in the enclosed stamped envelope, other phases of this 
research cannot be carried out until I analyze the survey data. If 
you have any questions or need assistance to complete the survey 
please call collect:(804) 221-2360 Monday through Thursday
(804) 481-4631-Evenings and Fridays or 
(919) 441-3902 Weekends
Thank you for your help.
Betty Jo Buck
Doctoral Assistant
College of William and Mary
Appendix F 
Follow-up Letter to Students
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Betty Jo Buck 
Doctoral Assistant 
3064 Cape Henry Court 
Virginia Beach, Virginia
23451
Dear Student,
A few weeks ago the Director of Support Services for the 
Disabled on your campus either gave or mailed you a survey 
regarding your satisfaction with the support service programs. 
This survey is an essential part of my dissertation with the 
College of William and Mary. To refresh your memory, X am 
conducting a study on support services for students with 
disabilities who are attending postsecondary educational 
institutions in the Commonwealth of Virginia. The purpose of my 
study is to identify the specific types of services offered on 
your campus, your level of satisfaction with those services, 
services that you would like to see offered, and the types of 
disabilities characteristic of students who use support services.
It is only through the evaluative process that needed 
services can be recognized and qualities of the present services 
you are receiving can be enhanced or remain at the same high 
level. This is your opportunity to make a difference not only 
for yourself, but also for future students with disabilities who 
might need services on college/university campuses. This can 
only be accomplished if you participate, share your feelings, and 
complete the survey you were given.
Please take a few minutes to complete the survey and mail it 
back to me by may 15r 1991. I cannot complete all phases of the 
research study until I have your survey. If for some reason your 
survey has been misplaced, the Director of Support Services for 
the Disabled on your campus has extra copies. IT IS ESSENTIAL 
THAT I HAVE YOUR COMPLETED SURVEY. If you have any questions 
please feel free to call me collect at:
(804) 221-2360 Monday-Thursday 
(804) 481-4631 Evenings and Fridays 
(919) 441-3902 Weekends
Thank you for your help.
Betty Jo Buck
Doctoral Assistant
College of William and Mary
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